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METHODOLOGY

_ The total numbers of Ph.D.'s awarded to the graduates of

each institution were obtained from the National Academy of
Sciences.- The groupings of disciplines are those used by the

National Academy of Sciences ip  _organizing Ph:D: data.._ The

field of Humanities includes History, English and American

Language and Literature,; Foreign Language and Literature, and
Other Humanities: Empirical Sciences includes Physics,

Astronomy, Chemistry, Earth Sciences, l.athematics, Chemical -

Engineering and Engineering. Life Sciences include Biochemistry;
Basic Medical -Sciences, Other - Biosciences; Medical Sciences; and

Agricultural Sciences. Social Science includes Psychology,
Economics, Anthropology and Sociology, Political Science, and
Other Social Science. _Total Science Ph.D.'s were the sum-of

those included in Empirical Sciences. Life Sciences, and Social

Sciences. All Fields included Professional Fields, Education;
and Other Unspecified Fields, as well as Total Sciences and
Humanities degrees.

‘The average numbers of Ph.D.'s conferred per year (i96i-

1980) were computed to make the Ph.D. figures more comparable
for irstitutions which awarded their first baccalaureate to men
and/~»r women at different times. The average baccalaureate=Ph.D.

lapse is ten years (Harmon, 1978). Individuals receiving their

baccalaureate degrees in 1971, or later, would not; on average, .

have completed a Ph.D. by 1980. Therefore, institutions awarding
their first bacecalaureates_to_men/women in 1971 or later were not
inciuded in the productivity calculations for men/women. For
those institutions awarding their first baccalaureate to men

and/or women between 1951 and 1970, the number of years over._ -
which the Ph.D. totals were averaged was computed by subtracting

the date of first-baccalaureate from 1971. The number of years
used for the Ph.D. average was 20 for those institutions which

awarded their first baccalaureate to men/women prior to 1952.

.. The measure of institutional size used was the average
number of baccalaureates awarded by each institution to men/women

between 1956 -and 1276, as reported by the Naticnal Center for

Educational Statistics. (Where necessary, the data for 1956-1960
were adjusted to take account of first professional degrees _
included in some of the baccalaureate totals reported by NCES

during those years.)

__ The ba~calaureate averages for each institition were based
on the number of years for which NCES reported bachelor's degrees
for men or for women.

. The productivity ratios were computed by dividing the

average number of Ph:D:'s earned per year (1961-1980) by the

average number of Bachelor's degrees conferred (1956-1976).

2



In comparlsons of Ph D. data. for men and wonen, it is

heipfui to identify those institutions which have awarded

baccalaureates only to men or to women. -Many institutions which
twere single-sex have become coeducational. -For the purpeses of
these analyses, institutions were classified as coeducational,

men's,; women' s, or coordinate; according to their status in 1966

(as reported in the 10th edition of American Universities and

Colleges,; 1968):. (A tew universities with coordinate colleges do

not appear in that group hecause the baccalaureate and/or Ph.D.

data were not published separately for the coordinate colleges.)
On the basis of their status as reported in 1966, 160 o
institutions were classified as women's colleges or ccordinat tes,
and 169 as men's colleges or coordinates.

In. rankxng varxous groups of "lnadlng" 1nst1tutlonsL thOse

with the same values are listed in alphabetical order. For

institutions with more than one. campus, -those: named refer to the
main campus only, uniess otherwise noted. (The manner in which

the baccalaureate data were published made it necessary to merge

all data for the campuses of Ru*gers University and for the

divisions of eeiumbxa University except for Barnard.)

DISTRIBUTIONS

There were 1313 U s. 1nst1tuttons w1th at least one graduate
who earned a Ph.D. betwsen 1961 and 1980:

: Tabies 1 and 2 show the frequency dlstrlbutlons for mer and

women for the total numbers of Ph.D.'s awarded between 1961 and
1980 to graduates of the 1513 institutions for all- -fields,
humanities, and the empirical, life,; and social sciences: (The

extreme positive -skew of these distributions made it necessary to

summarize these data with intervals of increasing size.)

Women earned 20% . of the total anber of Pn D.'s awarded

during this period. This is consistent with the trend described
by Hanson (1978):- the,géICEntégé bf;Ph.D,'S:éérhed,by,wémeﬁ, .
increased from 8. 8 -in_1300-1904 to 15.4 in 1925-1929, decreased

to-9.4-in 1950- 1954, and -has increased since then to 12.4 in

1965-1969, and to 20.5% _in 1974. Women are. ‘earning an.

1ncreasxngiy large share of the Ph.D.'s awarded (45% of those

awarded in the humanities, and 44% of those in the social

sciences in 1984). 1In 1984, women earned 38% of all the P4..D.'s
awarded to graduates of U S. institutions (data supplied oy the

The variatlon in the oroport101 of total Ph D.'s. »arned by

women over the different Ph.D. fields is shown in Tabkle 1. The

lowest proportion in 1961-~1980 was 5% in the empirical sciences,

and the highest was 28% in the humanities. Among the Ph.D.'s

3



earned by homen,rthe pattern is constant. approx1mate1y 20% _are

in the humanities, 20% in the social sciences, 15% in the life

sciences, and only 6% in the empirical sciences; 33% are in
education. In-contrast; over 25% -of the Ph.D.'s earned by men

are in the empirical sciences; and less than 1S% are in the.

humanities (with about 20% each in the 1ife and social sciences
and in education).

_In addltlon to the greater number of Ph .D.'s awarded to men,

the men were graduates of a greater number of institutions.
Again, - the contrast varies across the Ph.D. fields: _more than

half of the institutions had no women graduates who obtained a

Ph.D. in empirical science; two-thirds had at least one woman

graduate who obtained . a Ph. D. in the numanities. Approxrmately

one-third of the baccalaureate institutions had no men graduates

obtaining a degree in empirical science, and three-fourths had at

least one man graduate who obtained a Ph.D. in the humanities.

Comparlsons cf the baccaiaureate or1g1ns of men and women.

earnrng Ph.D.'s must take into. account both the lower number of

wemen obtaining Ph.D.'s and the smaller number of baccalaureate

institutions from which those women graduated.

Tables 3 and 4 show the frequency distributions for the

ratios computed for men and for women for all-fields, humanities;

and the empirical,; social, and life sciences. . (Again, the

extreme positive skew of the distributions made it necessary to

summarize these data with intervals of 1ncreaalng size. )

Pa.D. between 1961 and 1980, 1304 awarded thei?,fii§?; o
baccalaureate to men prior. to,1971§71328 awarded their first
baccalaureate to women prior to 197i:

",”,,The d1str1but10ns of the ratios for men have a greater

range, with higher median values fur each of the Ph.D. fields.

Thus, rankings of institutions for women are based on a smaller
range of ratios than those for men, and involve a smaller number
of institutions with values greater than zero:

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

The 1ead1ng 1nst1tutlons (top 5%) were 1dent1f1ed for _ men
and for women both for: total numbers of Ph.D:.'s and for ratios--

1nst1tutlona1 size. The 1nst1tut10ns were ranked for all- flelds,

humanities; empirical, 1life, and social science; and for the -

three science fields combined. The leading institutions for the

ali-fields ratlo were also identified for the women's colleges

and the men's institutions. The all-fields composite data were



comblned for -men and women to. 1dent1fy the leadlng 1nse1tut10ns

for the cembined ratio. These data are presented in Tables 11-25
and 26-37.

The appendlx 1dent1f1es for each 1nst1tution the. iist(s) on

which that institution appears and whether it was classified as
51ng*e-sex, coeducational; or coordinate in 1966.

KSeminarles were excluded from these listings. To avoid

spurlousiy high ratios, institutions were excluded from all

rankings on ratios if the institution granted its first
baccalaureate to men/women after 1957.  These exclusions left

approximately 1200 institutions for ranking the ratios for men

and_for women,; and approximately 1300 for the combined analysis:

In addition,,for the list for each field, institutions were not

included if they had fewer than 6 Ph. D.'s for that field and an-
average of fewer than 15 graduates; or, if they had fewer than 6
Ph.D.'s for that field and granted their first baccalaureate to

men/women since 1964 )

1nciuded in the tabies reportlng ratios /productivity adausted

for_institational size} for which the number of Ph.D.'s earned is

quite small, or for which only a few years are included in the

number of years used in calculation of the Ph. D. average. _To
help place the ratios in perspective; those tables also include

the total number of Ph.D.'s reported, as weill as the number of

years used tc calculate the Ph:D. average:

Each of the 51x llStS 1nc1ude approxlmately 60 1nst1tutlons

for each of the science fields, the science fields combined; the

humanities and the all-fields composite. For the women these six
lists together included 129 institutions; of which 28 were

classifiad as women's colleges (and three of which were

classified; as of 1966, as men's. institutions: = Illinois

Benedictine, Johns Hopkins, and Texas A & M). The six lists for

leading institutions for ratios for men included 146 -

institutions; of which 24 were classified as men's colleges. ?é

institutions appear or at least one top l1ist for ratios both for
men- and- for women. These 12 lists together include 203

insctitutions; of which 53 were classified as single-sex
irstitutions.

Severai 1nst1tutlons appear on the llStS of leadlng

ﬁéEiEuEiéﬁé for all-science or for all-fields (or both) due to

their high ratio for only one field. - Therefore, the_leading .

institutions across the science fields were identified as those

appearing -on all- three of the science 1lists. These institutions

are listed in Table 6 for women and Table 7 for men. Table 5

includes those institutions which appear in both Tablie 6 and

Table 7. This list includes seven liberal arts colleges--
Carleton, Eckerd, Oberlin. Pomona, Reed, Swarthmore, and Wooster
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=-and four universities--California at San Diego, Chicago,

Harvard-Radcliffe, and SUNY Stony Brook.

 Those institutions ranked highly across all of the fields
were identified as those which appeared on all three of the

science lists and also on thz humanities list. These = =
institutions are presented in Table 9 for womern -and Table 10 for
men. Table 8 includes those institutions ranked among the top 5%
on every field both for men _and for women. _(Reed, Swarthmore,

Chicago, and Harvard-Radcliffe were listed also by Knapp and
Greenbaum- as ranking highly both for men and for women achieving

graduate level awards in the sciences and in the humanities
betwezn 1946 and 1951:)

INSTITUTIONAL TYPES

It is beyond the scope of these analyses to determine the

relative importance of the factors leading to high Ph.D.
productivity: However,; certain institutional characteristics
have been suggested as being particularly relevant, such as size,
private or public control, coeducational status, cost, student-

faculty ratio, and geographic location.

~These analyses did not include classification by

institutional type as reported by Tidball and by Coyle. However,
the institutions ranked highly across the three science fields
(Tables 5, 6, and 7) and across the humanities and the three
sciences. fields (Tables 8, 9 and 10) include institutions from

each of the categories of public-independent, colleges- _ o
universities, coeducational-single sex;, small-large. They rang

from New College with an average graduating class of . :
approximately 100 and Haverford with an average graduating class_
of 125, to the University of california at Berkeley which awarded

an average of approximately 4300 baccalaureate degrees each year
(1956-1976).

_Tidball (1986) compared eight types of institutions and

concluded that women's colleges were "the most productive of all

institutional categories" for women (p: 614). 1In the analysis of

data for women's coileges (Table 17), the average values were
found to be higher than those for coeducational institutions for

each field and for all-fields. However, the women's colleges _

are, as a group, -relatively highly selective; small, and almost

entirely independent colleges. A group of comparably selective,
small, independent, coeducational colleges could be equally
productive of women Ph.D:'s: This study did not attempt to
identify comparable groups of women's and coeducational = -
institutions; however, inspection of the women's productivity.

tables shows a mixture of coeducational and women's institutions
among the most productive.



There is another problem in interpreting analyses of groups

of institutions. As first described by Knapp and Greenbaum
€1953); distributions of Ph:D. ratios are markedly skewed,
severely limiting the statistical analyses which can be
meaningfully employed. This is especially relevant when
comparing women's cclleges to any other group. The colleges
included in the "seven sisters" head the list, along with Brown-
Pembroke, with such high values that they affect the mean value

for the entire group. _To illustrate: . the mean values for the

160 women's colleges_for the all-fields ratio is 2.9; the median

(which is less affected by the skew) is 1.7. Similarly, the
leading men's colleges have a marked effect on the mean value of

the all fields ratio for the men's institutions: the mean is
7.0; the median, 4.9. For all of the approximately 1302 colleges

and universities included in these analyses,; the mean value for
the-all fields ratio was 5:0 for men and 1.6 for women. The

median values were 3.6 for men and 1.0 for women. Aany comparison
of average values must take intc account the lack of normality of

these distributions. Statistics should be limited to those
appropriate to distributions with thzse characteristics:

. Cowparing types of institutions ranked highly for men and
those ranked highly for women across all the sciences and - -
humanities (Tables 8, 9, and 10) reveals one clear distinction.

There are 11 universities (2 public) among the 25 most highly
productive institutions for women for humanities, and empirical,
life, and social science. Of the remaining 14 colleges, 7 are
women's colleges and 7-are coeducational. Of the 17 institutions
identified as the top 5% for men in all three science fields and
humanities; only two were universities (both independent), 3 are
men's _colleges; and 12 are coeducational colleges. Thus, while
almost three-fourths of the list fcr men are relatively small,
undergraduate, coeducational institutions; this category accounts
for fewer than one-third of the institutions on this 1ist for
women. -This difference in the types of institutions ranked
highly for men -and: for women is consistent with the results .
reported by Tidball and Kistiakowsky (1976), Tidball (1986), and
earlier by Knapp and Greenbaum (1953).

- .. Tidball has suggested that the differences in her. .. =
methodology and that used in this study (and others) make the
results not comparable. -However, the institutions whick she
identified as highly productive for Ph.D.'s for women in the
empirical and life sciences are included in the present study

among_the leading institutions for empirical and/or life- sciences

(Table 12 and 13), with the exception of wells (ranked 67th in
life science and 65th in empirical science in the current study)

and others excluded for the reasons cited above.:

., There i some evidence that a few of the formerly men's
institutions, with high ratios for men (such as caltech, -
Dartmouth; Franklin and Marshall, Hamilton, Princeton, Wesleyan,

11



Williams, and Yale), which became coeducational too late for the
data for their women graduates to be included in this study, are

also among the most productive institutions for wemen. Further

research, using more recent Ph.D. and baccalaureate ¢ata, would
be able to confirm this.

INTERPRETATION

‘Several attempts have been made to determine why certain

institutions or types of institutions have been relativaly more

productive of Ph.D.'s than others.

Kn.pp and Goodrich suggested that the higher productivity of

the small liberal arts colleges was a function of the "vocational
inclinations of students attracted to smaller institutions," (p.

291): Similarly, they attributed the low rate for men's colleges
to the "disinclination of their student clientele to- pursue

scientific careers,;" (p. 294). They noted the importance of the
intellectual ability of the students, but asserted that the
cultural background ("attributes of character'") of the students

was of greater importance. Overall, however, they concluded "the
importance of the human qualities of the irdividual teacher
stands as a foremost factor in influencing the student to the

pursuit of science," (p. 296).

A series of studies have been conducted to evaluate

differences in productivity as a function of student "input"

Thistlethwajte (1959) calculated productivity rates for

Ph:D.'s earned in 1950-1956 adjusted both for the size of the
baccalaureate institution and for the colleges' "supply of L
talent” which was defined as:the percentage of the freshman class
who were National Merit Scholarship finalists. Of the o
institutional characteristics evaluated, coeducation was found to
be the one "most closely related to productivity." Certain
faculty behaviors were found to be important in "stimulating or

inhibiting intellectual achievement," (p. 76).

 Holland (1957) concluded from his investigation of the

college choices of National Merit Scholarship finalists (in 1955
and 1856) that "differential student populations among colleges
appear as a more probable explanation of differences in
productivity than the special gqualities of indjvidual

institutions." Astin (1962) reached a similar conclusion from
his analysis of the Ph.D.'s received in 1957-1959 by the

graduates of 265 colleges and universities. He used major field,
intelligen~e and sex as "input" variables in "predicting" Ph.D.
productivity. The eastern men's colleges were found to be

significantl '"underproductive," and public institutions, as a
group, were found to be significantly "overproductive." Astiu
suggested that other, uncontrolled input variables were



responsibte for these unpredicted outcomes. He concluded that

""colleges do not differ appreciably in the extent to which they
stimulate their students to seek higher academic achievement or
inhibit them from seeking such attainment" (p: 134).

Astin suggested, however, that Wifﬁiﬁ;éﬁ institution, the

individual experiences of particular students probably have an

effect in encouraging or inhibiting the student from attaining a
Ph.D.

The real issue, then, appears to be whether certain

institutions are more likely to provide these motivating or
inhibiting experiences. _If an institution attracts a relatively
large number of capable students with appropriate "vocational
inclinations" and exposes them to these motivating experiences--
or at least does not expose them to- inhibiting experiences--then
that institution would be most likely to have larger numbers of
its graduates attain a Ph.D. It is, of course, not possible to
argue that because an institution's graduates achieve Ph:D:'s at
a high rate; the characteristics of that institution caused this
achievement. However, those characteristics clearly did not

deter Ph:D: attainment.

Tidball found a strong relationship between the productivity

rate for women and the number of women among the faculty of the
baccalaureate institutions. She concluded that "elements of the
academic -environment _not only_ affect student cutcomes but affect

women and men differently," (p. 618).
____ The current study has identified those institutions which
have relatively-high-proportions of their graduates_ attaining a.

Ph.D. between 1961-1980. It is not possible to determine to wha
extent the undergraduate _experiences of these graduates affected
their achievement.. _Clearly these colleges and universities
attract students with the necessary aptitude and motivation for

academic success. (It is important to note that these "input"
characteristics are also relevant to many achievements other than
Ph.D.'s.)

~ Astin (1985) reviewed several ratings of undergraduate
institutions and identified selectivity as a critical =
determinant. _The effect of this input variable was evaluated for

the institutions identified as highly productive.
In the 1969 edition of Colleges at Your Fingertips,

undergraduaté institutions were classified into five categories

based on average scores earned by entering students on the
Scholastic Aptitude Test (or the equivalent score on the ACT):

composite SAT's higher than 1250; between 1150 and 1250; between
1050 and 1150; between 950 and 1050; and below 950.



- Of those 11sted in_ the top SAT category, oniy one was not

included in the top 5% for Ph:D: productivity for any fieid (and

that institution was ranked 61lst on the humanities ratio for

men):. Ten technical institutions were listed in the top catégory

for their average math SAT scores--of these, only one was not
included in the top 5% for empirical science ratios for men.

The average SAT/ACT. score for each of the 1nst1tutlons in

the top 5% for the all-fields ratio for men and for women (Tables

16 and 23) was determined. from the 1969-edition of Colleges at

Your Fingertips or the 10th edition of American Universities and
gg%ggggg; No SAT/ACT information was available for two ...

11st., Of the remaxning oO on. the 1lst for_ men, 30 were in the

highest 3AT category and 21 were in the second category.. There

were 5 in the third category--University of Califcrnia at San

Diego, University of California at Rlver51de, Rhodes, Mlllsaps,

and Cornell Colleges. There were four 1n the fourth category--
Bethel [Kansas], Goshen, Hope, and Beraa. On the list for the.
all-fields ratio for women, 31 lnstitutlons were_in the highest

SAT category,,and 20 were_in the second SAT category:.. There were

three_in the third category for women--Hunter, New Mexico -

fnstxtute of Mlnlng, and. the University of Callfornla at San

Piego. Two were in the fourth category--Park [Missouri] and
Birmingham-Southern. One college--Fisk--was in the lowest
category. Select1v1ty (as measured by the SAT) ciearly is an

TOTAL PH D. PRODUCTION

. The primary purpose of thlS study is to evaluate Ph D. .
productivity adjusted for institutional size. _However; it is
interesting to compare the lists of highly productive

institutions for total Ph:D: . productlon and those hlghly

productive for Ph.:D:'s relative to size. Since it is clear that

relatively few institutions have significant numbers of women-

graduates who received Ph.D.'s between 1961-1980, it - is useful to
look at the leading institutions for total Ph.D. production for
women.

séiEﬁées, or humanltles, or,all flelds, Tables 26-37, 1nc1ude 93

institutions for women and 115 for men. These. groups of
1nst;tut1ons account for approx1mately 50% of the Ph. Dtlstln eaeh

Ph.D.'s in this. fleld ancé soc1a1 scrence for women--these 93

institutions accouhted for 61% of the women's Ph.D.'s in this
field.

b=l i
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-Obviously an important variable in predicting high Ph.D:

totals is institutional size. Many of the highly ranked.

institutions_are_among those with the largest. average number of

bachelor's degrces awarded. However, both for men and for women,

there is a .Large range in dverage s.‘l.ze among . the J.nst:l.tut.‘l.ons

included among the most highly ranked for tota’. Ph.D. - Both
for men and for women, the largest was Michigan State; W1th an
average of 5133 bachelor's degrees awarded. The median

graduating-class size of the 115 institutions. ranked hrghiy for

Ph.D. totals for men was 1731, the 25th percentile was 969 and

the smallest were Cooper . Unlon with 164 and Caltech with 153.

The median size for the group of institutions ranked highly for
Ph.D. totals for women was 1535, the 25th percentile was-442; and
the smallest institution was Notre Dame College (Ohio). with an
average of 83 Bachelor's degrees. It is. interesting to note that

the women's lists for Ph.D. totals not only include some .

relatively small institutions, but also two relatively new

institutions--Brandeis and Stony Brook.

- The 93 1nst1tutlons whlch appear on at least one llSt for
Ph D totals for ‘women 1nc1ude 16 women's colieges., The 115

for men include 14 men's coiieges. There are 66 1nst1tutlons

which were highly ranked for Ph.D. totals for men and also for

women. Thus, approximately one-half (60 of 118) of the.

coeducational or coordinate institutions ranked highly for men or
for women for Ph.D. totals were ranked hlghly both for men and
women.

Thls frndlng is comparable to t that descrlbed above for the

ratros--approxlmately one-half (72 of 150) of the coeducational

or coordinate institutions ranked highly for men or for women
were ranked hlghly both for men and for women.

Comblnlng these data for ratlos and for totals reveals 42

institutions ranked highly on_at least one list for men for -both

ratios and for totals (including 10 men's colleges) (Table 40).

There were 51 institutions ranked highly on at least one list for

women both for ratios and totals (including 15 women'sS colleges) .

(Table 39). There were 18 (36% of the coeducational 1nst1tutions)
which were ranked highly both for men and women on both ratios
and totals (Table 38).

eomparrng thlS llSt w1th the llSt of 1nst1tutlons ranked

hlghly for ratios for all three science fields and the humanities
(Table 8) reveals four institutions hlghly ranked over-all for
ratios for men and women Which were also. highly ranked in at
least one-field for men and for women for total Ph.D. .

product1v1ty. _Chicago, Harvard-Radcliffe, Oberlin, and

Swarthmore. Of these four, Chicago and Harvard-Radcliffe were

ranked highly over-all both for ratios and for total numbers--
they appear on ;gggz list. Among the men's colleges, Amherst was

11
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ranked hxghly over- all for ratlos and ranked hlghly for total

Ph D.'s in- humanltles.g There are slx women s colleges whlch are

Barnard Bryn Mawr, Mount Holvoke,,Smlth Vassar, and Wellesley.

All six were ranked among the top 5% for total Ph.D.'s in all

three science fields and the humanities.

The pattern of Ph.B.Ls earned by women. contxnues Eé Sé

dlfferent than _that for men. _While women are earning an -

increasingly large share of the Ph:D.'s awarded. they continue to

be concentrated in the humanities, social sciences, and -

educatlon. The dlstrlbutlon among _ 1nst1tutlons of baccalaureate

institutions whlcn were highly produetlve for men now also sen&

large percentages of their women graduates on to earn Ph.D.'s.

The Ph.D.'s earned by men are much more evenly spread across the

maJor fields, with the largest proportion in the empirical

sciences.

Men earn a larger number of Pthl!s than women, a larger

proportion of men earning baccalaureates go on to attain the

Ph.D., and a greater number of undergraduate colleges and.

universities have men graduates who earn a Ph.D. Rates of.

product1v1ty (adjusted for 1nst1tutlonal s1ze) -have a greater

gompllatlons of all of the- separate llsts of leadlng institutions

for each of the fields include smaller ‘numbers of institutions

for the women's lists than for the men's lists.

,7777There were,dlfferences in the partlcular 1nst1tutlons

identified as the most highly productive (for ratios, totals, or
both) for men and for women. Part of this difference was due, as
expected, to the single-sex institutions. Certain_coeducational

institutions were found to_be ranked highly for graduates of one

sex but _not the_other. .The large universities continue. to be

more significant for rates adjusted for size for women than for

men. - Approx1mately half of the coeducational institutions
appearing on the top list for at least one field for eithér men
or women were on-a top list both for men and for women {this was
true-for-the analys1s of ratios and of totals). A few

institutions were identified as h1ghly productlve for both men

and for women, and also for every major fielG that was included

in these analyses.

) Instltutlonal size is an 1mportant factor in totaI Ph D.
production but several relatively small institutions were.

included among the top 5% rankings both for men and for women.

12
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Selectivxty (as measured by average SAT or ACT scores) was

demonstrated to be related to productivity adjusted for size, biut
several institutions with lower average scores Were among those
highly ranked for Ph.D. product1v1ty.

This study was_not designed to evaiuate the many

institutional characteristics that have been suggested to be

related to variation in Ph.D. productivity. However, it was

noted that the institutions ranked as the most highly productive
1nc1ude representatlves from each of the "types"—that have been

What 1nferences can _be. made? At one 1eve1 of

1nterpretatxon, it may not be important to assess the reasons for

variation among colleges and universities in Ph.D. . product1v1ty.

This study identifies the institutions for which slgnlflcant
gumbers or proportions (or -both) of their graduates attain.
Ph.D.'s. . The reasons would need to be identified, however, if

it were deemed 1mportant to attempt to change the number or the
pattern of Ph:D:.'s earned:

S Clearly, there are 51gn flcant "input" var1ab1es, and
undergraduate experiences can be expected to be important. in
encouraging or inhibiting future academic achievement: It seems
likely that-certain undergraduate colleges and universities would

be more or less likely to provide these particular experiences.

If, as has been suggested, the most relevant experiences are due

to interactions with certain teachers,; then broad institutional

characteristics will be found to correlate with productivity
measures only to the extent ‘that. those teachers and those

__ _There. do seem. to be 1mportant d1fferences in the patterns of

baccalaureate origins for women who earn Ph.D.'s than for men Who
do s0. There is greater diversity 1n the types: of 1nst1tutions

graduates on_ to earn-Ph.D.' s, with ‘the most sexectxve women's

colleges,; particularly the "seven sisters," continuing to. play an

important _role. However, some of the coeducational institutions,

--a few major research universities and several liberal arts

colleges--are remiarkable for their consistency: across f1e1ds;
and for both men and for women.

13
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S T EREQUENCY DiSTRiBHTiGN
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S, 1961-1980, FOR EACH INSTITUTION
BY WOMEN GRADUATES

Total-Numbers All - S A1l - Empirical ,,L;gg: Social

of Ph.D.'s Fields Humanities Science Scxence SCIence 5c1ence
0 336 503 385 777 M 568 547
-1-9 - 405 -- 646 M 622 M 605 680 M 658 M
10-19 218 M 158 190 79 125 119
20-29 116 75 85 18 51 50
30-39 119 31 43 10 29 28
40-49 6l 21 32 10 10 22
50-99 180 45 77 13 36 47

100-199 93 21 a2 1 12 27

200-299 40 7 16 2 10

300-399 15 6 11 4

400-499 7 S 1

500- 999 27 5

1000-1999 6

2000-2999

3000-3999

4000-4999

5000-5999

U,S Totai:s S - _o S _ o
1961-1980 83,762 18,309 34,376 4,899 11,052 18,419
§ of Total 20% 28% 14% 5% 17% 24%

NOTE: M indicates median




TABLE 2

I FREQUENCY DfSTRIBUTION -
TOTAL NUHBERS OF PH.D.'S;-1961-1980; FOR EACH INSTITUTION
BY MEN GRADUATES

Total Numbers Aall . All..  Empirical Life  Social
of Ph.D. Fields i’umanities Science Science Science Science
0 127 382 256 466 - 450 - 355
1-9- 325 480 M 349 360M 397K 506 M
10-19 88 202 120 M 147 193 160
20-29 77 113 97 90 115 118
30-39 69 59 61 79 76 62
20-49 8 M 45 67 40 50 38
50-99 181 117 176 114 114 118
100-199 213 67 149 87 60 86
200-299 116 21 59 49 24 34
300-399 64 14 42 21 13 13
400-499 35 5 29 11 6 7
500=999 96 7 66 35 15 13
1000-1999 58 1 29 12 3
2000-2999 13 9 1
3000-3999 7 2 1
4000-4999 5 2
5000=5999 1
U.S. Totals o S L
1961-1980 344,570 46,537 212,513 100,231 52,371 59,911
NOTE: M indicates median
15
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TABLE 3
,,,,,, FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION

RATIOS FOR PH.D.'S; 1961-1980; FOR EACH fNSTiTBTiON
FOR WOMEN GRADUATES

ALL. . Empirical  Life  Social  All

Ratio Fields HumanxtiéQ Science Science Science Scierce
:N‘,; 18,5, — oD - ___
0.0 _ - 113 416 792 519 47§ 270
0.1-0.3 166 645 481 657 6:9 562
0.5-C.9 337 179 28 106 136 274
1.0-1.4 264 ! ! ! ! 102
1.5-1.9 175 1 1 i i 40
2.0-2.4 91 88 27 46 87 '
2.5-2.9 44 : ! ! ! 80
3.0-3.4 35 i i i : |
3',5:3,',9: 28 : o o 1 ) !
4.0-30.3 75 (7:3] (21:2] [4.9]) [6.8] [27.3]
Median 1.0 0.1 0.0 0:1 0.1 0.3
75th percentile 1:7 0.4 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.7
16
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TKBEE 4

FREQUENCY DIS”RIBUTION -

RkTiOS FOR PH.D.'S, 1961-1950, FOR EACH INSTITU”ION
FOR MEN GRADUATES

- _All . W C Empirical - Life Social All
Ratio Fields Humanities Science Science Science Science
-- NA 209 S SRS s S
00 41 245 290 291 213 125
0:1-0:4 46 465 335 26 a0 124
0.5-0.9 68 253 258 3217 335 200
1.0-1.4 47 144 161 139 151 179
1.5-1.9 90 73 101 57 77 135
2.0-2.4 -99 42 37 22 37 103
2.5~2.9 108 20 33 15 24 86
3:0~3:.4 132 ! ' ! 75
3.5-3.9 94 ! ! ! 60
4.0-4.4 85 i { | 28
4:.5-4.9 77 | ! e 26
5.0-5.4 60 62 ! 26 30
5.5-5.9 57 | i l _ 19
6:.0~6.4 41 ! ! H 37 19
6.5-6.9 33 ! H ! ! 7
7.0-7.4 33 | 88 | :
7.5=-7.9 27 1 !
8.0-8.4 17 | i
8.5-8.9 14 i 1o
9.0-9.4 22 H 78
-9,5=9.9- -8 ! |
10.0-10.4 12 i i
10:.5-10:.9 7 |- |
11.0-46.8 86 [39 5] [46.6])

Median 3.8 0.2 0.5 0.4 0.5 1.5
75th percentile 5.7 1.0 1.2 0.8 1:0 3.0

17
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TABLE 5

TOP 5% IN EMPIRICAL, LIFE, AND SOCIAL SCIENCE
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
MEN AND WOMEN
INSTITUTION

U. OF CALIFORNIA=SAN DIEGO
CARLETON C. MN

U: OF CHICAGO IL

ECKERD C. FL
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA

OBERLIN C. OH

POMONA C. CA
REED C. OR
SUNY: U. AT STONY BROOK

SWARTHMORE C. PA

C. OF WOOSTER OH

18
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TABLE 6

TOP 5% IN EMPIRICAL, LIFE, AND SOCIAL SCIENCE

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

INSTITUTION

BARNARD C. NY

BRANDEIS U: MA
BROWN-PEMBROKE RI

BRYN MAWR C. PA

BUCKNELL U. PA

U. OF CALIFORNIA=SAN DIEGO
U. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ

CARLETON C. MN

CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH
CATHOLIC U. OF AMERICA DC
U. OF CHICAGO IL

CORNELL U. NY

ECKERD C. FL

GOUCHER C. MD
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA
§§S§§§§ﬁ555§§ f§§§I§UTE OF
TECHNOLOGY

MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA
OBERLIN C. OH

POMONA C: CA

EED C. OR
I

o

CE U. TX

WOMEN

SCIENCE
RATIO

LS A= NI « I
. . .
Wi . on . N

2.0

WOMEN
-LIFE

SCIENCE

RATIO

WA
. . .
S W N

[ S
.
(= NI

_WOMEN
~SOCIAL
SCIENCE

RATIO

= N N N o
. . . .l . .
Wi, N Wi o W O

— wl
.
;1]

COED .

STATUS

1966

W/ COORD

M/W COORD

WOMEN

WOMEN

M/W COORD



TOP7§§7,,IB,,EHELRICAL' LIFE, ANB SOCI]\L SCIENCE

PH.D: PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR -INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR mMPN

INSTITUTION _ WOMEN WOMEN “WOMEN  COED
EMPIRICAL __-LIFE - SOCIAL  STATUS
SCIENCE SCIENCE SCIENCE 1966
RATIO RATIO RATIO
u. OF ROCHESTER NY 0.6 0.9 1.6
snzra C. MA 0:4 0.9 1.8 WOMEN
STANFORD U. CA 0:4 1.0 2.2
SUNY: U: AT STONY BROOK 0.4 0.7 1:8
éﬁairﬁnons C. PA 1:6 2.9 5:86
VASSAR C. NY 0:6 1.2 2.4  WOMEN
WELLESLEY C: ﬁﬁ 0.7 1.3 3.0 WOMEN
C. OF WOOSTER oH 0.6 0.8 1:2
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TABLE 7
77777 L SCIENCE

_-TOP 58 IN EMPIRICAL, LIFE, AND SOCIA
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN
INSTITUTION __-_...-MEN -MEN MEN COED
EMPIRICAL _ - LIFE _SOCIAL  STATUS
SCIENCE SC1ENCE SCIENCE 1966
RATIO RATIO RATIO

AMHERST C. MA

.
~d
N
&>
w
w
< 4
m
z

ANTIOCH C. OH

W, W
o .
LRI -

U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY
U OF CAi’..i!T‘aﬁNiA-liiVéﬁSIDE 5.4 3.
U. OF CALIFORNIA=SAN DIEGO 8 '
CARLETON C. MN 7.3 2.9 4.2
U. OF CHICAGO IL 9.9 4

9
EARLHAM C. IN 3.9 3.9 2.7
-

GRINNELL C. IA 1.8 8
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 5.2 2.0 4:5  M/W COORD
HAVERFORD C. PA 4.9 3.3 1.8 MEN
KALAMAZOO C: MI 5:3 2.9 2.7

KNOX C: IL 3.7 3.4 3.0

OBERLIN C. Gi 5.5 2:5
POMONA C. CA 7:2 :
REED C. OR 12.2 5.4 8.9
SUNY: U. AT STONY BROOK ‘1 2:3 2.8
SWARTHMORE C. PA 5.9 4.1 8.1

H C. IN 3 ' 2.4 MEN

.
o

WABASH C. IN
C. OF WOOSTER OH 5.7 2.3 3.3




TABLE 8

oIl .. L z :TQP,Si IN
EMPIRICAL, LIFE, AND SOCIAL JCIENCE AND HUMANITIES

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

MEN AND WOMEN
INSTITUTION
CARLETON C. MN
U. OF CHICAGO IL
ECKERD €: FL
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA
OBERLIN C. OH
POMONA C: CA
REED C. OR
SWARTHMORE C. PA

€. OF WOOSTER OH

22



TABLE 9

_-TOP 5% IN.-.

EMPIRICAL; LIFE, AND SOCIAL
PH:D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED
RATIOS FOR

INSTITUTION WOMEN
HUMANITIES
RATIO

BARNARD C. NY 4.6
BRANDEIS U: MA 2.1
BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 2.4
BRYN MAWR C. PA 7.3
U. OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 1.2

U. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA 1.2

CARLETON C: MN 3.5
CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. 0Oi 1.3
U. OF CHICAGO IL 5:1
CORNELL U: NY 1:5
ECKERD C. FL 2.1
GOUCHER C: MD 2.0
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 5.9
MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA 2.4

OBERLIN C. OH 3.

[
.
O

U. OF ROCHESTER NY

SMITH C. MA

i .|
-9

STANFORD U. CA

SCIENCE AND HUMANITIES

WOMEN

WOMEN

EMPIRICAL
SCIENCE

23

RATIO

o
.
F -9

—
.
—

WOMEN
~ _LIFE

SCIENCE
RATIO

WOMEN
_SOCIAL
SCIENCE

RATIO

COED
STATUS
1966

W/COORD

M/W COORD

WOMEN

WOMEN
M/W COORD

WOMEN

WOMEN



- TOP 5% IN I
EMPIRICAL, LIFE, AND SOCIAL SCIENCE AND HUMANITIES
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RATIOS FOR WOMEN

INSTITUTION ____WOMEN - WOMEN WOMEN WOMEN
HUMANITIES EMPIRICAL - LIFE SOCIAL

RATIO SCIENCE SCIENCE SCIENCE

RATIO RATIO 1'ATIO

SWARTHMORE C. PA 5.9 1:6 2.9 5.5
VASSAR C: NY 3.5 0.6 1.2 2.3
WELLESLEY C: MA 3.3 0.7 1.3 3.0
C. OF WOOSTER OH 1.8 0.6 0.8 1.2
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TABLE 10

- TOP. 5% IN.. o - =

EMPIRICAL, LIFE, AND SOCIAL SCIENCE AND HUMANITIES
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RAT10S FOR MEN

INSTITUTION MEN MEN MEN  MEN
HUMANITIES EMPIRICAL  __LIFE  _SOCIAL

RATIO SCIENCE SCIENCE SCIENCE
RATIO RATIO RATIO

2.4 3.5

w
.
~
wi
.
~ )

AMHERST C. MA
2.1 5.2

W
.
[«

ANTIOCH C. OH

CARLETON C. MN

N
..
N (VN

7.3 2:9 4.2

FS
.

3.7 8.4

RN
.
[+
O
.
\o

U. OF CHICAGO IE

EARLHAM C. IN

N
.
[} ~ |
oW
) .
. O
w
\D|
[
.
~3

e
N

ECKERD C. FL

F
.

N
L
.
w !
N
.

~

GRINNELL C. IA

w
.
—
i
.
8
N
.
>
.

HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA

.
—

>

.

O

W,

. )
>

.

<o w

HAVERFORD C. PA

N [<,1]
B

~

wm

. }
w. :
N

.

(Vo)

N

.

~ !

KALAMAZOO ¢. MI

N
.
w
W
.
v
N
.
(V8]

NEW C. OF THE U. OF 3.9
SOUTH FLORIDA

(%]
.
wn
(=4}
Vo]

OBERLIN C: OH 7.3 5.
7

o
L
.
\D!
F-Y
.
[+23

POMONA C. CA 3.
REED C. OR 5.3 12.2 5.4 8.9
SWARTHMORE C: PA 6:6 9:9 ]

WABASH C. IN 3.0 3.6 3.2 2.4

C. OF WOOSTER OH 3.1 5.7 2.4 3.3
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Tables 11-17

Ph.D. Productivity Adjusted for Institutional Size

Leading Institutions for Ratios for Women
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TABLE

TOP 5% 1IN

11

HUMANITIES

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION

v

~ |

11
12
13
14

15

17
18
20

21

BRYN MAWR C. PA
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA
SWARTHMORE C. PA

U. OF CHICAGO IL
BARNARD C. NY
WELLESLEY C. MA
CARLETON C. MN
VASSAR C. NY

SMITH C: Ma
JUILLIARD SCHOOL NY
OBERLIN C. OH

RICE U. TX

POMONA C. CA

REED C. OR

AGNES SCOTT C. GA
SARAH LAWRENCE C. NY
PEABODY INSTITUTE MD
BROWN-PEMBROKE RI
MOUNT HOLYORE C. MA
BENNINGTON C. VT

ST. JOHN'S C. MD

STANFORD U: CA

_._WOMEN

HUMANITIES

27

31

~ TOTAL
1961-80
246

351

128

175

385

348

82

241

35%

23

161

66

72

32

75

HUMANITIES
RATIO

__WOMEN NOD. YEARS

FOR_PHD
AVERAGE
FOR WOMEN

20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20

20

20
26
20
20
20
20
16
30



. _ ... TOP 5% IN HUMANITIES
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION WOMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS
‘HUMANITIES HUMANITIES FOR PHD

~ TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR WOMEN

33 BRANDEIS U. MA 81 2.1 19
ECKERD C; FL 10 2.1 6

25 GOUCHER C. MD 78 2.0 20
MIDDLEBURY C. VT 57 2.0 20

27  NEW SCEOOL FOR SOCIAL 9 1.9 20
RESEARCH NY
U. OF ROCHESTER NY 136 1.9 20
29  U. OF DALLAS TX 12 1.8 i1

GRINNELL C. iA 35 1.8 20
RANDOLPH~MACON WOMAN'S C. 52 1.8 20
C. OF WOOSTER O 53 i.8 20
33  MANBATTANVILLE C: nY 71 1.7 20
34 €. OF NEW ROCHELLE NY 67 1.6 20
WILSON C. PA 35 1.8 20
36 CORNELL U. NY 202 1.5 20
TULANE U: OF LOUT'TANA 81 1.5 20
38 BARD C. NY 11 1.4 20
DUKE U. NC 113 1.4 20
LAWRENCE U. Wi 35 1.4 20
MARYVILLE C: TN 19 1.4 20
TRINITY C. DC 49 .4 20

43  ANTIOCH C. OH 39 1.3 20
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TOP 58 IN

HUMANITIES

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR.- INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION

49

55

HUMANITIES

CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH
COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV.
EXCEPT BARNARD]

KNOX C. IL

U. OF PENNSYLVANIA

ROSARY €: IL

U. OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO

U. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ
CONNECTICUT C.

HOBART & WM SMITH C. NY

NORTHWESTERN U. IL
WELLS C. NY
BIRMINGHAM~SOUTHERN C. AL
MILLS C. CA

REGIS €. €0

ST. JOSEPH'S C: NY

SWEET BRIAR C. VA

WILLAMETTE U. OR

29

WOMEN NO. YEARS
HUMANITIES FOR PHD
RATIO AVERAGE

FOR WOMEN

WOMEN

~ TOTAL
1961-80
72 1.3 20
103 1.3 20
26 1.3 20
152 1.3 20

32 1.3 20
2

20 1.2 20
159 1.2 20
26 1.2 20
21 1.1 20
33 1.1 20

27 1.1 20
29 1.1 20
18 1.1 20



TABLE 12
 TOP 5% IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCE
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION ___WOMEN  _ . WOMEN NO: YEARS

EMPIRICAL  EMPIRICAL FOR PHD

SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

1  HARVEY MUDD C. CA 7 21.2 11

2  MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 79 9.3 20
TECHNOLOGY

3  POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW 7 4.9 20
YORK

4 RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC 15 3.2 20
INSTITUTE NY

5 ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF 11 2.5 20
TECHNOLOGY

6 REED €. OR 25

:
7  GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF 6 2.0 15
TECHNOLOGY
RICE U. TX 42 2.0 20
9  BRYN MAWR C. PA 59 1:8 20
U. OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 16 1.8 4
11  SWARTHMORE C. PA 33 1.6 20
12 U. OF CHICAGO IL 51 1:5 20
13 COOPER UNION NY 6 1.1 20
ILLINOIS BENEDICTINE C. 2 1.1 7
HARVARD=RADCLIFFE MA 57 1:1 20
ST. JOHEN'S C. MD 3 1.1 16
17  CARLETON C. MN 23 1.0 20
NOTRE DAME C. OH 17 1.0 20
12  BARNARD C. NY 71 0.9 20

U: OF MISSOURI-ROLLA 5 0.9 20
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_ TOP 58 IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCE
PH:D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION . WOMEN  WOMEN NO. YEARS
_ EMPIRICAL  EMPIRICAL  FOR- PHD
SCIENCE TCTAL SCIENCE . AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN
MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA 72 3:9 20
22 MICHIGAN TECHNOLOGICAL U. 5 0.8 20
23 OBERLIN C. OH 33 0.7 20
WELLESLEY C. MA 55 0.7 20
25 ALBERTUS MAGNUS C. CT 11 0.5 20
BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 29 0.6 20
CARNEGIE-HELLON U. PA 21 0.6 20
CORNELL U. NY 77 0.6 20
MUHLENBERG C: PA 8 0.5 12
POMONA C. CA 14 0.6 20
U. OF ROCHESTER NY 43 0.6 20
VASSAR C. NY 39 0.5 20
¢: OF WOOSTER OH 17 0.6 20
34  ALLEGHENY C. PA 12 0.5 20
BUCKNELL U: PA 21 0.5 20
U. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 6 0.5 4
CHESTNUT HILL C. PA 18 0:5 20
KING C. T 2 0.5 20
RANDOLPE~MACON WOMAN'S C. 14 0.5 20
URSINUS C. PA 10 0.5 20
41  BIRMINGHAM-SOUTHERN C. AL 7 0.4 20
BRANDEIS U. MA 15 0.4 19
U. OF CALIFORNIA-IRVINE 8 C.4 5
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. _ TOP 5% IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCE
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RATIOS FOZI AOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION - _WOMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS
_ . EMPIRICAL  EMPIRICAL  FCX_PHD
SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE AVERAGE

[al) 1961-89 RATIO FOR WOMEN
CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 23 0:4 20
CATHOLIC U: OF AMERICA DC 15 0.4 20
CENTRE C. OF KENUCKY 4 0.4 20
CHATHAM C. PA 8 0.4 20
CUNY:CITY €. NY 60 0.4 20
CTARK U. MA 9 0.4 20

COLORADO C. 9 0.4 20

DICKINSON C. PA 8 0.4 20

ECKERD C. FL 3 0:4 6

GOUCHER C. MD 16 0.4 20

KALAMAZOO C. MI 6 0.4 30

KNOX C. IL 8 0.4 20

MIDDLEBURY €. VT 10 0.3 20

PHILADELFHIA C. OF TEXTILES 2 0.4 20
& SCIENCE PA

SMITH C. MA 44 0.4 20
STANFORD U. CA 24 6:4 20
SUNY: U. AT BINGHAMTON 18 20

SUNY: U. AT STONY BROOK 15

S o
..
F

20

(=B
.
-»

WHITMAN C. WA 6

o
.
-
N
o

WILSON C. PA 9

b
cy




TABLE 13
o TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION .. WOMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS
LIFE SCIENCE 'LIFE FOR PHD
. TOTAL SCIENCE _ _AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN
1  NEW MEXICO INSTITUTE OF 7 4.9 15
MINING & TECH.
2 MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 39 4.8 20
TECHNOLOGY
3 U. OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 27 3.0 4
REED C. OR 33 3.0 20
5 SWARTHMORE C. PA 64 2.9 20
6 U. OF CHICAGO IL 90 2.6 20
7 BRYN MAWR C. PA 80 2.4 20
8 POMONA C. CA 55 2.3 20
9  PHILADELPHIA C. OF PHARMACY 11 2.1 20
& SCIENCE pa
RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC 10 2.1 20
INSTITUTE NY
11  RICE u: TX 32 2.0 20
12 U. OF CALIFORNIA<SANTA CRUZ 24 1.8 4
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 106 1.8 20
14 CORNELL U. NY 235 1.7 20
ECKERD C. FL 8 1.7 6
16 BARNARD C. NY 120 1.4 20
U. OF CALIFORNIA-IRVINE 26 1.2 5
MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA 106 1.3 20
19 BRANDEIS U. MA 51 1.3 19
CARLETON C. MN 31 1.3 20




TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION __ WOMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS

LIFE SCIENCE LIFE FOR -PHD

TOTAL SCIENCE AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

EARLHAM C. IN 24 143 20

ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF 6 1.3 20
TECHN MLOGY

WELLESLEY C. MA 109 1.3 20

24 ANTIOCH C. OH 36 1.2 20

BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 58 1.2 20

OBERLIN C. OH 61 1.2 20

VASSAR C. §Y 82 1.2 20

28  JUNIATA C. PA 18 1.1 20

25 ALBERTUS MAGNUS C. CT 19 1.0 20

GOUCHER C. MD 37 1.0 20

GRINNELL C: IA 22 1.0 20

KALAMAZOO C. HI 16 1.0 20

MUHLENBERG C: PA 13 1.0 12

STANFORD U. CaA 105 1.0 20

TUFTS U. MA 60 1.0 20

36 DUKE U. NC 71 0.9 20

U: OF ROCHESTER NY 69 0.9 20

SMITH C. MA 90 0:9 20

WILSON C. PA 19 0.9 20

YESHIVA U. NY 13 0.9 15

41 BUCKNELL U. PA 31 0.8 20
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PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTCD FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE

RANK INSTITUTION ____ __WOMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS
LIFZ SCIENCE _._LIFE  FOR:PHD

TOTAL SCIENCE _ AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

U. OF CALISORNIA-DAVIS 93 0.8 20
U. OF CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 31 0.8 16
CATHOLIC U. OF AMERICA DC 29 0.8 20

CHEMINADE U. OF HONOLULU 3 0.8 12
JOHNS HOPKINS U. MD 11 0.8 20
SIMMONS C. MA 51 0.8 20
fsxAs A. & M. U. 10 0.8 6
WIDENER U. PA 2 0.8 7
C. OF WOOSTER OH 24 0. 20
51 U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 240 0.7 20
CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH al 0.7 20
COE C. IA 11 0.7 20
' 20

COLORADO C. 17 6:
20

o
P
g !

DREW U. NJ 12

GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF 2 0.7 15
TECHNOLOGY

HOBART & WM SMITH C. NY 11 0.7 20
MARIETTA C. OH 16 0.7 20
NOTRE DAME C. OH 12 0.7 20
OCCIDENTAL €. CA 19 0.7 20
OHIO DOMINICAN C. 12 0.7 20

RANDOLPH~MACON WOMAN'S C. 19 0:7 20




... ... TOP.5% JN LIFE SCIENCE _
PH:D: PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN
RANK INSTITUTION WOMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS
LIFE £CIENCE ___LIFE  FOR:PHD
TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE

f217 1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN
(513

20

~J i

SETOR HILL €. PA 20 0.
SUNY: U. AT STONY PROOK 30 0.7 10
TRINITY C. DC 25 0.7 20

WESTERN MARYLAND C. 13 0.7 20
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TABLE 14

TOP 5% IN SOCIRL SCIENCE :

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FUR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INéTITUTIbﬁ -WOMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS

__ SOCIAL SOCIAL  FOR PHD

SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE - AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

1 NEW C: OF THE U: OF SOUTH 12 6:6 4

FLORIDA

2 U. OF CHICAGO IL 220 6:4 20

3 REED C: OR 62 5.7 20

4 SWARTHMORE C. PA 121 5.6 20

5  HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 286 4.8 20

6 BARNARD C: NY 331 3.0 20

7 NEQ;SQQQOL"FOR SOCIAL 18 3.8 20
RESEARCH NY

8 OBERLIN C. OR 156 3.1 20

9 ANTIOCH C: OH 90 3:0 20

WELLESLE/ C. Ma 247 3.0 20

11 BRANDEIS U. MA 112 2.9 19

BRYN MAWR C. PA 39 2.9 20

13 POMONA C: Ca 64 2.7 20

12 BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 118 2.4 20

CAREETON C. MN 56 2.4 20

VASSAR C: NY 164 2:4 20

17 PITZER C: CA 13 2.3 6

18  BARD C. NY 18 3.3 20

STANFORD U: CA 224 2.2 20

20 BENNINGTON c. VT 30 2.0 20

CORNELL U. NY 267 2.0 20

SARAH LAWRENCE C. NY 53 2.0 20
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- TOP 5% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE. . .. . .
PH.D. PROVUCTIVITY -ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION - WOMEN "WOMEN NO. YEARS
- . SOCIAL _SOCIAL FOR-PHD

SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

23 ECKERD C. FL 9 1.9

' - Y

24  U. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 23 1.8
MOUNT HOLYORE C. MA 139 1.8 20
SMITH C. MA 192 1.8 20
SUNY: U. AT STONY BROOK 76 1:8 10

28 RICE U. TX 35 1.6

U. OF ROCHESTER NY , 115 1.6 20

30 CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 85 1.5 20
CUNY:CITY C: NY 243 1.5 20
CLARK 6. MA 37 1.5 20
GOUCHER C. MD 58 1:5 20
GRINNELL C. IA 33 1.5 20
U. OF PENNSYLVANIA 170 1.5

36  NEW YORK U. 258 1.4 20

37 U. OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 12 1.3 4
COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV. 108 1.3 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]

DENISON 0. OH 44 1.3 20

LAKE FOREST C. IL 23 1.3 20
OCCIDENTAL C. CA 38 1.3 20
42 BELOIT C. WI 29 1.2 20
BUCKNELL U. PA 47 1.2 20

U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 429 1.2 20



- - TOP 5% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE o
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION WOMEN _WOMEN NO. YEARS
,,,,,,,, SOCIAL SOCIAL  FOR PHD

SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE - AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

20

—
.

CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA a3

29

CHATHAM C. PA 265

—
.

20

[Wr
.

CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY 371

20

—
.

DUKE U. NC 98

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 10 1.

20

[, ) LS i

TECHNOLOGY
NORTHWESTERN U. IL 163 1.2 20
C. OF WOOSTER OH 35 1.2 20
52 U. OF CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE a3 1.1 16
CATHOLIC U. OF AMERICA DC 42 1.1 20
CUNY: HUNTER C. 304 1:1 20
EMORY U: GA 53 1.1 20
GEORGE WASHINGTON U: DC 100 1.1 20

MACALESTER C. MN 37 1:1 20

U. OF MICHIGAN 377 1.1 20
ST. JOHN'S C. MD 3 1.1 16
SUNY: U. AT BINGHAMTON 54 1.1 20
TUFTS U. MA 70 1:1 20
TULANE U: OF LOUISIANA 56 1.1 20

WASHINGTON U. MO 87 1.1 20
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TABLE 15

. TOP 5% IN AEL-SCIENCE
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR: INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WUHEN

RANK INSTITUTION . WOMEN __WOMEN NO. YEARS
ALL-SCIENCE ALL-SCIENCE FOR PHD
_ - TOTAL RATIO AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR WOMEN
1 HARVEY MUDD C. CA 9 27.3 11
2  MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 128 15:0 20
TECHNOLOGY
3 REED C. OR 120 - 11.0 20
4 U. OF CHICAGO IL 361 10.5 20
5  SWARTHMORE C. PA 219 10.1 20
6 NEW C. OF THE U. OF SOUTH 15 8:3 4
FLORIDK
7  HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 459 7:7 20
8 BRYN MAWR C. PA 238 7.1 20
9  BARNARD C. NY 522 6.3 20
10 NEW MEXICO- INSTITUTE OF 9 6.2 is
MINING & TECH.
11 U. OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DTEGO 55 6:1 4
12  POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW 8 5.6 20
YORK
POMONA C: CA 133 5.6 20
RICE U. TX 119 5.6 20
15 BEB§SELAER POLYTECHNIC 25 5.3 20
INSTITUTE NY
16 OBERLIN C. OH 251 5.0 20
WELLESLEY C: MA 411 5.0 20
18  BRANDEIS U. MA 178 i.7 19
19  CARLETON C. MN 110 4:6 20
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TOP 58 IN ALL-SCIENCE
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN
RANK INSTITUTION ~ WOMEN WOMEN NO. . YEARS

ALL-SCIENCE ALL~SCIENCE FOR PHD
.. TOTAL RATIO _ _AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR WOMEN

20 ANTIOCH ¢. OH 136 4.5 20

ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF 20 4:5 20
TECHNOLOGY
22 CORNELL U: NY 579 4:3 20
23 MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA 317 4:2 20
24  BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 205 4.1 20
U: OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 53 4.1 4
ECKERD C. FL 19 41 5
VASSAR C. NY 285 4.1 20

28 NEW SCHOOL FOR SOCIAL i8 3.8 20
RESEARCH NY

29  STANFORD U. CA 373 3.7 20

30 GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF 10 3.3 15
TECHNOLOGY

31 U. OF ROCHESTER NY 227 3.1 20

SMITH C. MA 326 3.1 20

33 BARD C. NY 24 3.0 20
34  GOUCHER C. MD i1 2:9 20
GRINNELL C: IA 62 2.9 20
36  PITZER C. CA 16 2.8 6
SUNY: U. AT STONY BROOK 171 2.8 10
38 CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 149 2:6 20
ST. JOHN'S C. MD 7 2.6 16
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= _=-—__-__TOP 5% IN ALL-SCIENCE
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL
RATIOS FOR WOMEN
RANK INSTITUTION -- - WOMEN  WOMEN
ALLE-SCIENCE ALL~SCIENCE
__TOTAL RATIO
1961-80

C: OF WOOSTER OH 76 2.6
41  BUCKNELL U. PA 39 2:5
U. OF CALIFORNIA-IRVINE 16 2.5
DUKE U: NC 194 2.5
43 BENNINGTON C. VT 36 2.4
CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA 89 2.3
CUNY:CITY C. NY 380 2.4
U: OF PENNSYLVANIA 277 2.4
48 CATHOLIC U. OF AMERICA DC 86 2.3
CLARK U. MA 58 2.3
EARLHAM C. IN a4 2.3

PHILADELPHIA C. OF PHARMACY 12 2.3
& SCIENCE PA

SARAH LAWRENCE €. NY 62 2.

3
TUFTS U MA 139 2.3
54  ALBERTUS MAGNUS C. CT a1 2.2
U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 772 2.2
U: OF CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 85 2.2
NOTRE DAME C. OH 36 2.2
OCCIDENTAL C. CA 63 2:2

59  CHATHAM C. PA 37 2.1

KALAMAZOO C. MI 33 2:1
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TABLE 16

____TOP 5% IN ALL-FIELDS

PH. D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

CANE  TaGmTmImT AN __WOMEN . WOMEN NO. YEARS
RANK INSTITUTION ALL-FIELDS ALL-FIELDS FOR PHD
. TOTAL RATIO - AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR WOMEN

1  HARVEY MUDD C. CA 10

(7%
o
.

(V)
4
fo

2 U. OF CHICAGO IL 645

b
~ 0o
. .
~ 00
N
(=]

3  SWARTHMORE C. PA 385

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 139 16.3 20
TECHNOLOGY

L3

W

BRYN MAWR C. PA 517 15.4 20

HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 307 15.3 20

~N gy

REED C. OR 165 15.1 20
& BARNARD C. NY 1643 12:6 20

9 ﬁéﬁiéiféi THE U. OF SOUTH 20 1t.1 4
FLORIDA
10  WELLESLEY C: MA 891 10.9 20
11  OBERLIN C. OH 506 10:1 20
12  POMONA C. CA 239 10.0 20
13 RICE U: TX 202 9.5 20
15  VASSAR C. NY 502 8.6 20
16 BRANDEIS U. MA 305 8.0 19
17  U. OF CALIFORNIA=SAN DIEGO 69 7:7 4
18  MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA 563 7.3 20
SMITH C: MA
20 ANTIOCH C. OH 215 7
BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 361 7.

STANFORD U. CA 723 7.2 20




TOP 5% IN ﬁLL-FIELDS
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR WOMEN

- ~ WOMEN WOMEN N01;¥E§BS
RANK INSTITUTION ALL-FIELDS ALL-FIELDS FOR PHD
_TOTAL RATIO __ AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR WOMEN

23  CORNELL U: NY 935 7.0 20

24 EEEEEB C. FL 33 6:9 6

25 NEW SCHOOL FOR SOCIAL 30 6.3 20
RESEARCH NY

26 NEW MEXICO INSTITUTE OF 9 6:2 15
MINING & TECH. »

27 U. OF ROCHESTER NY 436 6.0 20

38 ST: JOHN s c. MD 16 5.9 16
SARAH LAWRENCE C. NY 59 5.9 20

30 ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF 26 5:8 20
TECANOLOGY

31 AGNES SCOTT C. GA 155 5.7 20
CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 325 5.7 20
C. OF WOOSTER OH 166 5.7 20

34  GOUCHER C. MD 218 5.6 20
GRINNELL C: iﬁ 119 5.6 20
Eéiiiééﬂnrc INSTITUTE OF NEW 8 5.6 20
YORK

37 BENNINé'féﬁ C. VT 82 5.5 20
U. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 72 5.5 4
COLUMBIA U: NY [ALL DIV: 232 5.5 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]

40  RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC 25 5.3 20
INSTITUTE NY

31 DUKE U. NC 392 5.0 20
JUILLIARD SCHOOL NY 35 5.0 20




___.:_.- TOP 5% IN ALL-FIELDS

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RATIOS FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION

44

58

U. OF PENNSYLVANIA
MIDDLEBURY €. VT

BARD C: NY

WILSON C. PA

CUNY:HUNTER C.

FISK U: TN

RANDOLPH-MACON WOMAN'S C.
CARNEGIE-MELLON U. BPA
CATHOLIC U: OF AMERICA DC

CHATHAM C. PA

LAWRENCE U. WI

NEW YORK U,

NORTHWESTERN U. IL
BIRMINGHAM-SOUTHERN C. AL
TUFTS Us MA

CUNY:CITY C. NY
HEBREW C. MA

PARK C. MO

TULANE U. OF LOUISIAN

- - WOMEN
ALL-FIELDS
- TOTAL
1961-80

570

220

'y
O

- _WOMEN

ALL-FIELDS
RATIO

[ IR - -
. . . .
W W W oW

NG. YEARS
FOR-PHD

__ AVERAGE
FOR WOMEN

20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20



TABLE 17
LEADING WOMEN'S COLLEGES* .
~ PE.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
N RATIOS FOR ALL-FIELDS

INSTITUTION _WOMEN - WOMEN NO. YEARS
ALL~FIELDS ALL-FIELDS FOR PHD

PHD TOTAL RATIO - AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR WOMEN

BRYN MAWR C: PA 517 15.4 20
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 90" 15.3 20
BARNARD C. NY 1044 12.6 20
WELLESLEY C. MA 891 10.9 20
VASSAR C: NY 592 3.5 20
MOUNT HOLYOKE C. HA 563 7.3 20

SMITH C: MA 781 7.3 20

BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 361 7.2 20
SARAH LAWRENCE C. NY 159 5.9 20
AGNES SCOTT C: GA 155 5.7 20
GOUCHER C: MD 218 5.6 20
BENNINGTON C. vT 82 5.5 20
WILSON C. PA 100 P 20
RANDOLPH-MACON WOMAN'S C: VA 128 103 20
CHATHAM C: PA 96 1.3 20
TRINITY C: DC 137 4.0 20
MANHATTANVILLE C. NY 153 3.3 20
CONNECTICUT €. 190 3.7 20
PITZER C: CA 21 3.7 6
SPELMAN C. GA 101 3

C. OF NEW ROCHELLE NY 154 3
ALBERTUS MAGNUS C: CT 57 3.3 20

* Status as of 1965 N
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- - -LEADING wousv's eettacss -
PH:D: PRODUCTIVITY - ADJUSTED- POR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RATIOS FOR ALL-FIELDS

INSTITUTION e WOHEN . waueu Nol Yszas
ALE~FIELDS AtL-PIELDs FOR -PHD

PHD TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR WOMEN

HOBART & WM SMITH C: NY s8 3.5 20
NOTRE DAME C. O 59 3.5 20
MACMURRAY C. IL 60 3.4 20
SAINT JOSEPH'S €. NY 83 3.4 20
WELLS C. NY 73 3.4 20

Population of Women's Colleges (160 Instxtutzons)

ALl : ALl  Empiricai Life social

Fields Humanzuzes Science Science Science Scisnce
quél ?h-ot - J—— R o o Ll
Productivity 13 936 3,570 5,854 960 1:939 2,949
1961-1980
szﬁzgz'
Producttvrty o - o L -
Adjusted for 1.7 0.4 0:6 0.1 0.2 0.2
Institutional
Size

37

oy |
[ K




Tables 18-24
Ph.D. Productivity Adjusted for Institutional Size

Leading Institutions for Ratios for Men

13
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TABLE 18

TUP 5% IN,HUMANITIES,;,;,;

PH.D. PROBUCTfoTY ADJUSTED. FOR. INSTITUTIUNKL SIZE

RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION - MEN rﬁﬁﬁ §65 YEARS
HUMANITIES HUMANITIZS FOR- PHD
~ TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR MEN
1 OBERLIN C. OH 398 7.3 20
2 JUILLIARD seaoon NY 69 7.2 20
ST:. JOHN'S C. MD 38 7.2 20
4 U. OF CHICAGO IL 382 6.8 20
5  SWARTHMORE e. ES 163 6.6 20
6 cuarxs INSTITUTE OF MUSIC PA 9 6.2 20
7 HAVERFORD C. PA 154 6:1 20
HEBREW C. MA 10 6.1 20
9  AMHERST c. MA 311 5.7 20
10  PEABODY INSTITUTE MD 22 5:6 20
11 AMERICAN CONSERVATORY OF 16 5.3 20

MUSIC IL
CLEVELAND INSTITUTE OF MUSIC 10 5.3 20

OH

EED C. OR 97 5.3 20
14 EGKERD C: FL 23 5.2 6
15  HARVARD=RADCLIFFE MA 1156 5.1 20
16 CARLETON €. MN 13 4.6 20
17  DOMONA C: CA 132 3.4 20
WESLEYAN U. CT 207 4:4 20
WHEATON C. 1L 193 3.1 20
20 YALE U: CT 826 4.3 20
21 HAMILTON C. NY 154 4.2 20




- : TOP 5% IN HUHANITIES

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOF
RATIOS FOR MEN
RANK INSTITUTION MEN
HUMANITIES
 TOTAL
1961-80
GRINNELL C; IA 106
23 COLUMBIA U. MY [ALL DIV. 782
EXCEPT BARNARD]
24 PRINCETON U: NJ 565
25 ﬁéﬁfgl OF THE U. OF SOUTH )
FLORIDA
26 DAVIDSON C. NC 168
NEW.SCHOOL FOR SOCIAL 17
RESEARCH NY
28  THE U: OF THE souru TN 102
WESTMINSTER CHOIR C. NJ 20
30 YESHIVA U. NY 135
WIEtIAMS c MA 201
32 BRANDEIS U. MA 134
33 NEW ENGLAND CONSERVATORY OF 19
MUSIC MA
34 KENYON C. OH 93
RHODES c. TN 56
36  BARD C. NY 27
BATES C. ME 73
U. OF GﬁEIFORNIA-SANTK CRUZ 13
u. oF DALLAS TX 18
MANNES C. OF MUSIC NY 8
LAWRENCE U. WI 77

50
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_MEN NO. YEARS

HUMANITIES
RATIO

3.2
4.1

[
.
[¥% I

FOR PHD
AVERAGE
FOR MEN
20
20
20

4
20
20
20
20
20
20
19
20



. TOP 5% IN HUMANITIES
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION  MEN - MEN No. YEARS
HUMANITIES HUMANITIES FOR PHD
~ TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR MEN
C. OF WOOSTER OH 101 3:1 20
43 CATHOEIC U: OF AMERICA DC 146 3.0 20
ST. OLAF C. MN 140 3.0 20
WABASH C. IN 90 3:0 20
46 CAEVIN c. MI 152 2.8 20
BOWDOIN C. ME 114 2.8 20
BIRMINGHAM-SOUTHERN C. AL 59 2.8 20
49 aqust c: KS 29 2.7 20
KALAMAZOO C. MI 57 2.7 20
EARLHAM C. IN 69 2.7 55
MILLSAPS C. MS 49 2.7 20
MIDDLEBURY C. VT 101 2.7 20
TABOP C. KS 21 2.7 20
55  HOUGHTON C. NY 48 2.6 20
U. OF ROCHESTER NY 274 2.6 20
STANFORD U. Ca 499 2.6 20
58  ANTIOCH C. OH 83 2.5 20
HENDRIX C. AR 43 2.5 20
DARTMOUTH C. NH 359 2:5 20

51



TABLE 19

. . TOP 5% IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCE - - -
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTEDfFQB;INSTITUTIONKL SIZE

RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION MEN  _ ___MEN NO. YEARS
~-- _EMPIRICAL EMPIRICAL FOR PHD

SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN

1 CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF 1175 39.5 20
TECHNOLOGY

2  HARVEY MUDD C. CA 210 35.2 12

3  MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 3651 22.0 20
TECHNOLOGY

.

COOPER UNION NY 464 17.0 20

REED C. OR 224 12.2 20

(%) I

WEBB INSTITUTE OF NAVAL 34 11.8 20
ARCHITECTURE NY

7 RICE U. TX 731 11:3 20

8 U: OF CHICAGO IL 554 3.9 20
SWARTHMORE C. PA 245 9.9 20
10  CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA 922 9.8 20
11 RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC 1328 9.6 20
INSTITUTE NY
12  POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW 740 9.2 20
YORK
13 CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 98 8.8 20
14 U: OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 127 8.7 4
15 NEW MEXICO INSTITUTE OF 82 7.7 20
MINING & TECH.
16  CARLETON C. MN 229 20
17  POMONA C: Ca 214 7.2 20

18 NEW C. OF THE U. OF SOUTH 15 6:5 4
FLORIDA

STEVENS INSTITUTE OF 291 6.5 20
TECHNOLOGY NJ

iy
apl




TOP 5% IN. EMPIRICKL SCIENCE

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION - ,,,EES -MEN NO. YEARS
, _EMPIRICAL EMPIRICAL FOR PHD

SCIENCE- TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN

20 COLORADO SCHOOL OF MINES 234 6:2 20

21  ILLINOIS INSTITHTE OF 582 5.8 20
TECHNOLOGY
PRINCETON U. NJ 85¢ 5.8 20

23 €. OF WOOSTER OH 182 5.7 20

24 ﬁéﬁéggxgg ééiyiééﬂulc 313 5.6 20
INSTITUTE MA

25  OBERLIN C. OH 300 5.5 20

26 U. OF CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 270 5.4 16
CORNELL U: NY 1326 5.4 20

28 KALAMAZOO C. MI 110 5.3 20

29  HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 1174 5.2 20
KING €: TN 31 5.2 20

31  COLUMBIA uffgg [ALL DIV. 955 5.0 20
EXCEPT BARNARD)

32 axveavoau C. PA 123 4.9 20
SOUTH DAKOTA SCHOOL OF MINES 166 4.9 20
& TECH.

34 ééiNNELL c. IA 120 4:8 20
JOHNS HOPKINS U: MD 506 4.8 20
LEHIGH U. PA 630 3.8 20

37 U. oF éocaasrva NY 466 3.5 30
ROSE-HULMAN INSTITUTE OF 124 4:5 20
TECHNOLOGY IN
STANFORD U. CA 8§74 4.5 20

a1
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TOP 5% IN EMP;BIC5L7$QIEHCE -

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR. INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION  MEN 'MEN NO. YEARS
___EMPIRICAL  EMPIRIGAL FOR PHD
SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR MEIN
40 U: OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 2246 1.4 20
41  ILLINOIS BENEDICTINE C. 76 3.3 20
42 BROWN-PEMBROKF RI 504 4:2 20
43 CuN¥: exrz c. §§ 1656 2.1 20
SUNY. U. AT STONY BROOK 212 4.1 10
45  YESHIVA U. NY 149 4.0 20
46 ALFRED U. NY 152 3:9 20
EARLHAM C. IN 88 3.9 20
ECKERD C. FL 17 3.9 6
49  CLARKSON C. OF TECHNOLOGY NY 287 38 20
DREXEL U. PA 598 3.8 20
UNION C: & U: NY 281 3.8 20
52 AMHERST C. MA 203 3.7 20
FRANKLIN & MARSHALL C. PA 232 3.7 20
GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF 801 3.7 20
TECHNOLOGY

Knox C. IL 100 3.7 20
U. OF MICHIGAN 1601 3.7 20
57  ANTIOCH €: OH 118 3.6 20
OCCIDENTAL C: CA 144 3.6 20
THOMAS MORE C. KY 74 3.6 20
WABASH €: IN 109 3.5 20

54
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TABLE 20

: TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE I
PH.D. PROBUGTIVITY kDﬂUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONKL SIZE

RANK INSTITUTION . - _-MEN MEN NO.YEARS
LIFE SCIENCE ___LIFE FOR PHD
- TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN
1 U. OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 107 7.4 3
2  PHILADELPHIA C. OF PHARMACY 122 5.8 20
& SCIENCE PA
3 REED C. OR 99 5.4 20
4 éiiiééknrx INSTITUTE OF 147 4.9 20
TECHNOLOGY
5 U: OF CHICAGO IL 266 4.7 20
6 U. OF CALIFORNIA-IRVINE 97 4.3 5
7 SWARTHMORE c. PA 101 1.1 20
8 EARLHAM C: IN 88 3.9 20
POMONA C. CA 117 3.9 20
10 U. OF CALIFORNIA-DAVIS 540 3.8 20
i1 U. OF CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 180 3.6 6
12 NEW-C. OF THE U. OF SOUTH 8 3.5 4
FLORIDA
13 BEREA C. KY 83 3.4 20
14 DELAWARE VALLEY C. OF 82 3:3 20
SCIENCE & AG. PA
HAVERFORD C: PA 84 3.3 20
SUNY:C: OF ENVIRONMENTAL 122 3.3 20
SCIENCE
17  CORNELL U. NY 837 3.2 20
GOSHEN C. IN 60 3.2 20
WABASH C. IN 97 3.2 20

W
w
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TOP_5% IN LIFE SCIENCE .. . .
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION . ... MEN - MEN NO.YEARS
LIFE SCIENCE 'LIFE POR PHD

- ~TOTAL SCIENCE AVERAGE

196180 RATIO FOR MEN

20 U, OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 44

N W
e -
Wi 0 e

21  CARLETON C. MN 92 20

20

N
e

JUNIATA C. PA 65
20

N,
.
\Oi

KALAMAZOO C: MI 60

24  COLORADO STATE U. 578 20

N
.l
@

MASSACHUSETTS C: OF PHARMACY 52 2.8 20
26 DREW U: NJ 51 3.7 20
HARVEY MUDD C: CA 16 2.7 12

HIRAM C. OH 54 2.7 20

30  BLACKBURN U. IL 22 2:6 20
31 OBERLIN C. OH 137 2:5 20
UTAH STATE U: 397 2.5 20
33 AMHERST C. MA 133 2:4 20
CORNELL C. IA a3 2.4 20
KNOX C. IL 54 2.4 20
C: OF WOOSTER OH 77 S.4 20
37  JOHNS HOPKINS U. MD 244 2.3 . 20
MUHLENBERG C: PA 81 2.3 20
SUNY: U; AT STONY BROOK 119 2.3 10
TABOR C: K .3 20

bl

w0
—
€0/
(]
L]

TABOR C.
53 2.2 20

R
m

41 BATES C.
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- __-ToP- 5§ IN- LIFE: SCIENCE S
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR-- INSTITUTIONRL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION  MEN MEN NO.YEARS
LIFE SCIENCE - LIFE FOR PHD
TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN
IOWA STATE Us OF SCIENCE & 638 2.2 20

TECHNOLOGY
MIEESAPS c. ié a1 2.2 20
NORTH CENTRAL C. IL 42 2.2 20
45 ANTIOCH C. G 68 2:1 20
BRANDEIS U; MA 81 2.1 19
CARTHAGE c. WI 20 2.1 6
WESTERN MARYLAND C. 39 2:1 20
WHITMAN €. WA 43 2.1 20
50 ALBION C: MI 64 2.0 20
BETHEL C. Ks 21 2.0 20
ECKERD C. FL 9 2:0 6
HARVARD-RADCEIFFE MA 253 2.0 20
54  BELOIT C. WI 48 1.9 20
C. OF CHARLESTON SC 19 1:9 20
Us OF DAEEAS TX 11 1.9 11
HOPE C. MI 66 1.9 20
KANSAS STATE U. 416 1.9 20
59  ANDREW; U: MI 36 1.8 20
AUSTIN C. TX 34 1.8 20
BARD C. NY 16 1:8 20
BRIDGEWATER C: VA 28 1:8 20
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TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE = . . . =
?H.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION __MEN “MEN NO:YEARS

LIFE SCIENCE LIFE FOR PHD

__TOTAL SCIENCE AVERAGE

o 1961~-80 RATIO FOR MEN
[59]

U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 933 1.8 20

GUSTAVUS ADOLPHUS C. MN 51 1.8 20
8 20

OKLAHOMA STATE U

]
|
|

W

i w‘ ,

Wil )

[

L]

[} @

15

—
.
[o o 1

ROCKFORD C. IL 13

U. OF WISCONSIN 831 1.8 20
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TABLE 21

TOP 5% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE. B
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN
RANK INSTITUTION . MEN _MEN NO:YEARS
- _.- - _SOCIAL SOCIAL FOR PHD
SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN

1 REED C: OR 16

Qi
*
(VeI

20
2 U. OF CHICAGO IL 471 20

3  SWARTHMORE C. PA 201

L]
S

20

- Qi ool
e

4 ECKERD C: FL 32

76

OV
L] .
O Wi,

=)}

5 OBERLIN C. OH

& GRINNELL C. IA 144

wun
.
0D
N
=]

7  BRANDEIS U. MA 210 5.4 19

8 NEW $CHOOL FOR SOCIAL 24 5.3 20
RESEARCH NY

9  ANTIOCH C. OH 170 5.

10  HAVERFORD C. PA 121 4

11 POMONA C. CA 137 2.6

12 HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 1022 4.5 20

13 NEW C. OF THE U. OF SOUTH 10 4.3 4
FLORIDA

14  CARLETON C. MN 131 4.3 20

WESLEYAN U. CT 198 4.2 20

16  G. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRU 59 i.1 4

17  CCCIDENTAL C. CA 159 4.0 20

18  AMHERST C. MA 191 3.5 20
CUNY:BROOKLYN C: NY 863 3.5

—
W

~

(9% )

. ]
w wi
N

O

CLARK U. MA

[« Y]
wi
e
W,
.
Wi
N
o

COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV.
EXCEPT BARNARD]




S TOP 5% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE = = =
PH.D. PRODUCIIVITY ADJUSTED--FOR-INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RATIOS FOR MEN
RANK INSTITUTION - MEN -MEN NO.YEARS
______SOCIAL - SOCIAL  FOR_PHD
SCIENCE: - TOTAL SCIENCE AVERKGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN

W
.
-

22 U. OF CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 171 16

20

23 LAWRENCE U. WI 81

W
.
w

RHODES C. TN 59 20

(¥
.
Wt |

C. OF WOOSTER OH 106 20

.
w

26 BARD C. NY . 27 20

.
[

BELOIT C. WI 79 20

(VS ]
.
0

CUNY:CITY C. NY 1225 3.1 20
WHITMAN C. WA 62 3.1 20
YALE 0. CT 589 3.1 20

31 KNOX C. IL 82 3.0 20
WHEATOR C. IL 130 3.0 20
YESHIVA U: NY 113 3.0 20

34  CLAREMONT MCKENNA C CA 76 2.9 20

DEPAUW U. IN 139 2:9 20

MACALESTER C: MN 92 2.9 20

37  GREENSBORO C. NC 5 2.8 14
MILLSAPS C. MS 53 2.8 20
U. OF REDLANDS CA 95 2.8 20
SUNY: U. AT STONY BROOK 145 2.8 10
WILLAMETTE U. OR 68 2.8 20

WILLIAMS C. MA 157 2.8 20
7 20

~ |
.
N
.

43 CUNY:QUEENS C. NY 3
20

=
o
N
.

~

EARLHAM C. IN

Yo




TOP S% IN seemr: SCfENCE -
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SfZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION MEN  MEN NO: YEARS
- _ SOCIAL SOCIAL  FOR PHD
SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN
HAMELE6N c. vy 98 3.7 20
KALAY - Wl 55 7 20
PRI 355 2.7 20
I TAN! A 524 2.7 20
T. LT < 33 2.7 20
50 CUNY:LUETER C. 189 2.6 20
DREW U: NJ a9 2.6 20
ST. JOHN'S C. MD 14 2:6 20
SUNY: U. AT BINGHAMTON 153 2.6 20
54 U. OF CAEiFORNIA-SKN DIEGO 36 2.5 4
DARTMOUTH C. NH 368 2.5 20
56  BOWDOIN C. ME 99 2:1 20
BRGWN-PEMBROKE RI 286 2.4 20
U. OF DALLAS TX 14 2.4 11
WABASH C. IN 72 2.4 20
60 U. op CALrpbﬁniA-BERKELE? 1166 2.3 20
DENISON U. OH 94 2.3 20
FRANKLIN & MARSHALL C. PA 140 é:é 56
HANOVER c IN 42 2.3 20
U. OF NORTH 7 2.3 5

CAROLINA-ASHEVILLE
ROCKFORD €: IL 17 2.3 15
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TABLE 22

TOP - 55 IN QLL SCIENCE _---- -

PH D: PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR,INSTITUTIUNKL SI1ZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION

[+ < NI TR - )]

I

11

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY

HARVEY HUDD C. CA

REED C: OR

MASSACHBUSETTS INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY

U. OF CHICAGO IL

SWARTHHORE C. Pﬁ

U. OF CHLIFORNIA—SKN DIEGU

COOPER UNION NY

POMONA C: CA

OBEREIN c: OH

CARLETON C. MN

NEW C. OF THE U. OF SOUTH
FLORIDA

GRINNELL C. IA
ECKERD C. FL

VERFORD C. PA

U. OF CKEIFORNIK—RIVERSIDE

WEBB INSTITUTE _OF NAVAL

ARCHITECTURE NY
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA

CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH

MEN
ALL=SCIENCE
TOTAL
1961-80

1391
238

3649
1283

”777;7—7HEN
ALL-SCIENCE
RATIO

13.3
13:2
13:0
ié.4
11.8

1137
11:5

NO- YEARS
FOR PHD
AVERAGE
FOR MEN

20
12
20
20

20
20

20
20
20
20
20

20
20



PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

ALL-SCIENCE ALL-SCIENCz FOR PHD

_TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR MEN

21 C. OF WOOSTER OH 385 11:3 20

22 CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA 1046 11.2 20
RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC 1554 11.2 20

INSTITUTE NY

24  ANTIOCH C. OH 356 10:8 20
KALAMAZOO C: MI 225 10.8 20

26  CORNELL U. NY 2844 10.7 20

27  EARLEAM C. IN 236 10,5 20

28 BRANDEIS U. MA 390 10.9 i3
COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV. 1901 10:6 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]

30 PRINCETON U. NJ 1433 9:8 20

31  U. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 139 9.7 2
POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW 776 5.7 20
YORK

33 AMHERST C. MA 527 .6 20

9
34 NEW MERICO INSTITUTE OF 99 5.3 20
MINING & TECH.
WABASH C. IN 278 9.3 %0
36 U. OF CALIFORNIA=IRVINE 207 9:2 5
SUNY: U: AT STONY BROOK 176 9.2 10
38 JOHNS HOPKINS U: MD 967 9.1 20
KNOX C. IL 246 9.1 20

40 OCCIDENTAL C. CA 357 8:9 20




TOP 5% IN Ktt-SCIENCE :
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED-FOR:- INSTfTHTfONAﬁ LIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION - MEN - MEN NO. YEARS

ALL-SCIENCE ALL~SCIENCE FOR PHD

" TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR MEN

41 U. OF CALIPORNIA-BERKELEY 4345 8.5 20

STANFORD U. CA 1648 8.5 20

WESLEYAN U. CT 401 8.5 20

44 WHITMAN C. WA 170 8:4 20

45 BEREA C. KY 201 8.2 20

CUNY:CITY C: Ny 3275 8.2 20

47  BELOIT C. WI 204 8.1 20

U. OF ROCHESTEF NY 843 8.1 20

yééﬂiVA U. NY 304 8.1 20

50  PHILADELEHIA C. OF PHARMACY 168 8.0 20
& SCIENCE PA

RHODES C. TN 142 8.0 20

52  BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 943 7:9 20

KING C. TN 47 7.9 20

YALE U. CT 1508 7.9 20

55 DREW U. NJ 142 746 20

MILLSAPS C. MS 139 7.6 20

57 U. OF DALLAS TX a4 7.5 11

LAWRENCE U. WI 186 7.5 20

59  CUNY:BROOKLYN C: NY 1809 7:2 20

STEVENS INSTITUTE OF 33 7.4 20

TECHNOLOGY NJ




TABLE 23

TOP ss IN ALL-FIELDS - - - - -
PH.D:. PR.oUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FggﬁINSTITUTIONkL SIZE
RATIOS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION - MEN MEN NO. YEARS

ALL-FIELDS ALL=FIELDS FOR PHD

 TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR MEN

1 CALIFORNIA INS::(TUTE OF 1421 47.7 20
TECHNOLOGY

2 HARVEY MUDD C. CA 247 41.4 12

3 ﬁééﬁ cs oa 604 33.0 20

4 U. OF CHICAGO IL 1839 32.7 20

5 SWARTHMCRE C. PA 751 30.3 20

6 MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 4483 27:1 20
TECHNOLOGY

7 OBERLIN €. OH 1359 24.9 20

8 POMONA C: CA 663 22.2 20

9 CARLETON C. MN 673 31:6 20

HAVERFURD €. PA 544 21:6 20

i1 U. OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 293 20.1 4

12 ECKERD C. FL 87 19.8 6

GRINNELL C. IA 495 19.8 20

14 NEW c. OF THE U. OF SOUTH a3 18.7 4

FEORIDA

15 COOPER UNION NY 506 18.6 20

16 HARVARD=RADCLIFFE MA 4173 18:4 20

17 HEBREW C. ﬁﬁ 29 17.7 20

18 c: op WOUSTER OH 564 17.5 20

19 RICE U. IX 1123 17.3 20

20 AMHERST €. MA 929 16:9 20

21 WHEATON C. IL 695 15.9 20
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TOP 5% IN AEE-FIELDS -
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAE SIZE

RATINS FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION  MEN

ALL-FIELDS

- TOTAL

1961-80

22 EARLHAM C. iN 354

23 COLUKBTA U. NY [ASL DIV: 2960
EXCEP: BARNARD]

24 . NTIOCH C. NH 507

25 6. OF PAEIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 758

%5 PRINCETON U. NJ 2190

WESLEYAN U. C7 703

28  KALAMAZOO C c. MI 309

29 BRANDELS U. MA 575

30 WABASH C. IN 424

31 OCCIDENTAE c CA 568

32 CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 1542

YESHIVA U. NY 512

34 ST. JOHN S C. MD 73

35 YALE U: CT 2586

36 RHODES C. TN 235

37 U. OF CKEIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 190

38 KNOX C: IL 355

WEL3-INSTITUTE OF NAVAL 38
ARLHITECTURE NY

40 CORNELS U. NY 3449

41 MILLSAPS C. MS 237

42 BETHEL C: KS 137

GOSHEN C: IN 240

66

ALL-FIELDS
RATIO

13.1

13.0
12:9
12:8
12.8

NO. YEARS

FOR -PHD
AVERAGE

FOR MEN

20

20

20
16
20
20
20
19
20
20
20
20
20
20
20

a
20
20

20
20

20
20



- .- -- TOP 53 fN AEE~FfELBS
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR -INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR HEN

RANK INSTITUTION _MEN _MEN NO. YFIRS
ALL-FIELDS ALL-FIELDS [
- TOTAL RATIO
1561-80

LAWRENCE U: WI 316 12.8 20

a5 CARNEGIE=MELLON U. BA 1194 12.7 20

46 CORNELL C: IA 221 12:5 20

47 STANFORD a. éi 2422 12.4 29

48 U. OF ROCHESTER NY 1283 12:3 20

49 HOPE C. MI 417 12.2 20

50 BEREA C: KY 299 12.1 22

ST. OLAF C. HN 556 12.1 20

WH1.MAN C. WA 245 12:1 20

53 CATHOLIC U: OF AMERICA DC 581 12.0 20

RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC 1657 13.9 20
INSTITUTE NY

WILLTAMS C. MA 669 12.0 20

56 DAVIDSON C. NC 529 11.9 20

57 BATES C. ME 280 11.8 20

58 SELOIT C. WI 392 13.6 20

HAMILTON C. NY 423 11.6 20

59 BOWDOIN C. ME 163 11.4 20

CUNY:BROORLYN C. NY 2777 1.4 20

DEPAUW U: IN 546 11:4 20
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TABLE 24

- LEADING MEN'S INSTITUTIONS *

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

RATIOS FOR ALL-FIELDS

INSTITUTION  __MEN __ ___MEN NO. YEARS
ALL-FIELDS ALL-FIELDS FOR. PHD
PHD TOTAL RATIO AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR MEN
EéiiEoiNix INSTITUTE OF 1421 47.7 20
TECHNOLOGY
HAVERFORD C: PA 544 21.6 20
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 4173 18:4 20
AMHERST 7. HA 929 163 20
PRINCETON U: NI 2190 (5 20
WESLEYAN U. CT 703 15:¢ 20
WABASH C. IN 424 14:2 20
YESHIVA U. NY 518 13.8 bR
YALE U: CT 2535 13.5 20
WEBSB- iiéiiiﬁié OF NAVAL 38 13:1 20
RRCHITECTURE NY
WILLIAMS C. MA 669 12.0 20
DAVIDSON C. NC 529 11:9 20
HAMILTON c. NY 423 11.6 20
BOWDOIN C. ME 463 11.4 20
JOHNS HOPKINS U. HD 1203 11:3 20
BROWN-PEMBROKZ RI 1307 11.0 20
DARTMOUTH C: NH 1477 10.2 20
RENYON C. OH 283 5.5 20
FRANKLIN & MARSHALL C. PA 579 9.3 20
SAINT HARY' S C. MN 312 8.8 20
THE U. OF THE SOUTH TN 243 8.8 20

* Status as of 1966
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-- LEADING HEV'S INSIITUTIONS

PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
RATIOS FOR ALL-FIELDS

INSTITUTION , MEN . MEN ﬁ&l;geggg
ALL-FIELDS A!L-FIELDS FOR PHD

PHD TOTAL RATIO AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR MEN

MOREHOUSE C. GA 226 8.4 20
TRINITY C: CT 393 8.0 20
itiinéié BENEDICTI:: . iai 7.9 20

STEVENS INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY NJ

W
L)
L)
~
L)
-~
N
(=]

Populatxon of Men's Colleges (10¢ institutions)

,,éiiw oo All . E@?ititil _Life ;éééiéi

Fields Humanxtxes Scxence Science Sciernce Science
Totzi Pﬁ;é; [, — oo o Sl - o o - -z
Productivity 40,961 8,321 27,166 14,417 5,009 7.740
1961-1980
Ph.D. -
?fQQBSE}V}EX o o oo - B
Adjusted for 4.9 0.8 3.3 1.3 0.6 0.8
Institutional
Size
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TABLE 25

TOP 58 IN ALL-FIELDS ..
PE.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SI:it

COMBINED RATIOS FOR MEN AND WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION

(S B o+ Wi NI —

[,

17

18

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY

HARVEY MUDD C. CA

U. OF CHICAGO IL
EASSACEQS?T?S INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY

SWARTHMORE C. PA
HAVERFORD C. PA

OBERLIN C. OH
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA
AMHBERST C. MA

POMONA C. CA

CARLETON C. MN

COOPER UNION NY

BRYN MAWR C: PA

U: OF CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO
RICE U. TX

NEW C. OF THE U. OF SOUTH
FLORIDA

PRINCETON U. NJ

WABASH €. IN

WESLEYAN U. CT

ﬁi}L
FIELDS
- _TOTAL
1961-80

1428

25;
2484
4622

769
1136

544
1865
5080

931

502

882

513

517

362
1325

63
2230
424

713

. ALL N
FIELDS
RATIO

0. YEARS

FOR- PHD

20

20
20
20



___TOP 5% IN ALL-FIELDS .. .. .. . . ..
PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
COMBINED RATIOS FOR MEN AND WOMEN
RANK INSTITUTION - - -ALL - ALL NO. YEARS
FIELDS FIELDS  FOR_ PHD

TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE
196.-80

21 WEBB INSTITUTE OF NAVAL 39 13:5 20
ARCHITECTURE NY

22 GRINNELL C. IA 614 13:2 20

23 ECKERD C. FL 119 13.1 6

24 YALE U. CT 2645 12.9 20

25 COLUMBIA-BARNARD NY 4446 12:6 20

26 C. OF WOOSTER OH 730 12.0 20

27 DAVIDSON C. NC 530 11.8 20

INSTITUTE NY
29 ANTIOCH C. OH 722 11.5 20
30 BRANDEIS U. MA 880 11:3 19
31 WILLIAMS C. MA 674 11.2 20
32 CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 1867 11:1 20
33 CORNELL Us NY 4384 11.0 20

34 WELLESLEY C. MA 891 10.9 20
35 BOWDOIN C. ME 466 10.8 20
36 STANFORD U: Ch 3145 10.7 20
37 JOHNS HOPKINS U: MD 1248 10.5 20

39 CARNEGIE-MELLON G. PA 1356 10:3 20

[o- N
O
—
Qo
.

N
[ %)
(=

40 ST. JOHN'S C. MD

(W8]
N
e 0]
—
o
.

—
N
[«

41 KALAMAZOO C. MI
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PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE

COMBINED RATIOS FOR MEN AND WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION W::A?t Atﬁ Ne.,yEARs
FIELDS FIELDS FOR PHD
“TOTAL RATIO AVERAGE

1961-80

42 1. OF CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 894 10.0 16
SARTHGUTH C. NB 1478 10:0 20
POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW 811 10:0 20
YORK

a5 SROWN-PEMBROKE RI 1668 9:9 2
HAMILTON C. NY 430 9.9 20
OCCIDENTAL C. CA 682 9.9 20

48 WHEATON C. IL 832 9.8 20

49 U. OF ROCHESTER NY 1719 9.7 20

“ -~ YESHIVA U. NY 541 5.7 20

51 U. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 262 9.6 4

52 HEBREW C: MA 20 9.2 20

53 CUNY:CITY C. NY 5089 9.1 20
RNOX C. IL 427 9:1 20

55 CATHOLIC U. OF AMERICA DC 741 8.6 20
FRANKLIN & MARSHALL C. PA 587 8.6 20
RENYON C. OH 283 8:6 20
NEW MEXICO INSTITUTE OF 109 8:6 20
MINING & TECH.

59 JUILLIARD SCHOOL NY 140 8:5 20
LAWRENCE U. WI 421 8.5 20
MILLSAPS C: Ms 290 8.5 20
NEW SCHOOL FOR SOCIAL 79 8:5 20

RESEARCH NY

72

76




PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY ADJUSTED FOR INSTITUTIONAL SIZE
COMBINED RATIOUS FOR MEN AND WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION - ---ALL __ALL NOi YEARS
FIELDS FIELDS  FOR PHD
TOTAL RATIO AVERAGE

1961-80

WHITMAN C. WA 299 8.5 20
64 MOREHOUSE C. GA 226 8.4 20

65 SAINT MARY'S C. MN 313 8.3 20
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Tables 26-31

Fotal Numbers of Ph.D:'s

Leading Institutions for Totals for Women

74
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TABLE 26

TOP 5% IN HUMANITIES
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D:'S FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION WOMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS
HUMANITIES HUMANITIES FOR PHD

_TOTAL RATIO - AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR WOMEN

1 BﬁRNARD c. NY 185 1.6 20

2 sniiﬁ C: MA 354 3.4 20

3 HARVARD=RADCLIFFE MA 351 5.9 20

WELLESLEY C. MA 348 4:3 20

5 us OF CALIFORNIA-BERKBLEY 125 0.9 20

6§ U. OF MICHIGAN 314 0:9 20

7 CUNY:HUNTER C: 280 1:0 20

8 U. OF CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 269 5.8 20

9 BRYN MAWR C. PA 248 7.3 20

10  VASSAR C. NY 241 3.5 20
11 STANFORD U. CA 225 2.2 20
12 Cuny: BROOKLYN C. NY 206 0.7 20
i3 CORNELL U. NY 202 1:5 20
14 CUNY:QUEENS C. Ny 193 0.7 20
15 U. OF WISCONSIN 183 0.5 20
16 MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA 182 2.4 20
17 U. OF TEXAS 178 0.5 20
18 U. OF CHICAGO IL 175 5.1 20
19 NEW YORK U. 168 0:9 20
20 U. OF ILLINOIS 162 0:6 20
21 OBEREIN c. ou 161 3.2 20
22 NORTHWESTERN u. fi 159 1.2 30

75
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TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D:'S FOR WOMEN
RANK INSTITUTION WOMEN = ... WOMEN
HUMANITIES HUMAMNITIES
._TOTAL RATIO
1961-80

33  INDIANA U: 156 0.6

24 U. OF PENNSYLVANIA 152 1.3
25 U. OF MINNESOTA 151 0.4
26  RUTGERS Us NJ [ALL CAMPUSES] 140 0
27  U. OF WASHINGTON 179 0.5
28 U. OF ROCHESTER NY 136 1.9

29  SWARTHMORE C: PA 128 5.9

31 CUNY:CIT, . Ny 114 0.7
32 DUKE U. NC 113 1.4
33 BOSTON U. MA 105 0.3
34 COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV. 193 1:3

EXCEPT BARNARD]
35 FLORIDA STATE U. 96 0:4
OHIO STATE U: 96 0:3

WAYNE STATE U. MI 88 0.3

rae . T 2.

[V 1
[+ o N1
e 4
-
(o)
e o}
-
@
>
4
4]
-3
>
-
(o]

[99)
O

CARLETON C. MN 82 3.5

BRANDEIS U. MA 81 2.1

o
o

TULANE U. OF LOUISIANA 81 i.
42 GOUCHER C. MD 78 2.0
U. OF KANSAS 78 0.5

U. OF MISSOURI 78 0.4

76

ﬁé;;iéiéé
FOR - PHD

_ _AVERAGE
FOR WOMEN
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20
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TOP 5% IN HUMANITIES

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D. 'S FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION

PENNSYLVANIA STATE U.
AGNES SCOTT C: GA

U. OF COLORADO

U: OF IOWA

CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH
POMONA €. Ch

SARAH LAWRENCE C. NY
MANHATTANVILLE C. NY

U. OF NORTH CAROLINA
SYRACUSE U. NY

LOUISIANA STATE U. & A & M
U. OF PITTSBURGH PA

C. OF NEW ROCHELLE NY

U. OF NORTH CAROLINA

~GREENSBORO
RICE U. TX

CONNECTICUT C.

SUNY" U:. AT BUFFALO

77

 WOMEN
HUMANITIES
. TOTALZ
19461-80
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75

75

73

72

72

72

71

71

68
68
67

66
65
65

-WOMEN

HUMANITIES
RATIO

o
.
w

Ql
.
o

NO. YEARS

FOR -PHD

_ _AVERAGF
FOR WOMEN
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TABLZ 27

77777 TOP. 5% IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCE

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR WOMEN
L WOMEN .~ WO%:: NO. YEARS
RANK INSTITUTION . EMPIRICAL EMPIRI.. AL  FOR PHD
SCIENCE. TOTAL SCIENCE --AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

26

o
.

1 U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 103 3
2 U, OF MICHIGAN 86 .2 20

20

0| (=
.
[ ]

3 %«SSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 79
TECHNOLOGY

o

4 CORNELL U: NY 77 6. 20

5 MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA 72 0:9 20

o

BARNARD C; NY 71 0.9 20

~ 0

HARVARD-RAOCLIFFE MA 67 1.1 20
U. OF CALIFORNIA=LOS ANGELES 63 0:2 20
s CUNY:eITY €: NY 60 0.4 20

U: OF ILLINOIS 80 0.2 20
ii BRYN MAWR C. PA 59 1.8 20

i2  RUTGERE U. N [ALL CAMPUSES] 54 0.3 20
13 WELLESLEY C: MA 55 0.7 20
14  U. OF CHICAGO IL 51 1:5 20
15 . OF WISCONSIN 43 0:1 20
16 U. OF TEXAS 4é 0.1 20
17 SMITH C. MA 44 C.4 30

STANFORD U. CA 4: 0:4 20

19 U, OF ROCHESTER NY a3 0.6 20
20 MICHIGAN STATE U. 42 0.1 20
RICE U. TX 42 2.0 20

22  CUNY:HUNTER C: 41 0.2 20
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____TOP 5% IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCr
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR WOMEN
- - WOMEN . WOMEW NO.  YEARS
RANK INSTITUTION __-_EMPIRICAL EMPIRICAL FOR PHD
SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE - A ERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FDR WOMEN

23 CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY 20 0.1 20
NORTHWESTERN U. IL 40 0.3 20
25  CUNY:QUEENS €. NY 39 0.2 20
VASSAR C. NY 39 0.6 20
27 U. OF PENNSYLVANIA 37 0:3 20

28 PURDUE U. IN 35 .2 20
7

0

29 OBERLIN C. OH 33 0. 20

OHIO STATE U. 34 0.1 2
PENNSYLVANIA STATE U: 34 0:1

SWARTHMORE C. PA 33 1.6 20

33 U. OF MINNESOTA 31 0.1 20

34 FSW YORK U. 30 0.2 20

35  sROWN-PEMBROKE RI 29 0:6 20

36 U. OF FLORIDA 27 0.1 20

38 DUKE U:. NC 25 0.3 20
REED C. OR 25 2.3

40 U. OF MARYLAND 24 0:1 20
U: OF PITTSBURGH Pa 24 0.2 20

42 CARLETON C. MN 23 1.0 20
CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 23 0.4 20

U: OF COLORADO 23 0.1 20




TOP 5% IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCE
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH:D:'S FOR WOMEN
WOMEN . _WOMEN NO. YEARS

RAke INCTITUTION EHPIRICAL  EMPIRICAL  FOR PHD

SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

o
.
w

45 BUCKNELL U. PA 21 20

CARNEGIE~MELLON U. PA 21 20

.
[, 0

U. OF MASSACHUSETTS 21 20

C. OF WILLIAM & iARY VA 21

o o o [« N
- . .
N W -

N

o

45 ©*. OF CALIFORNIA-DAVIS 20
GEORGE WASHINGTON U. DC 20 0.2 20
LOUISIANA STATE U. & A & M 20 0.1 20

SUNY: U:. AT BUFFAL 20 0.2 20
53 CHESTNUT HILL C. PA 18 .5 20
SAINT LOUIS U. MO i8 2

SUNY: U. AT BINGHAMTON 18
SYRACUSE U. NY 18 0.1 20

WASHINGTON U. MO 18 0.2 20
58  SOSTON U. MA 17 0:1 20
INDIANA U. 17 0.1 20
MIAMI U. OH 17 0.1 20
NOTRE DAME C. OH 17 i.0 20
TEMPLE U: PA 17 0:1 20

0

C. OF WOOSTER OH 17 0.6 20
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TABLE 28

TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D:'S FOR WOMEN
- ~ WOMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS
RANK INS:ITUTION LIFE SCIENCE _ _LIFE FOR PHD
TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATT® FOR WOMEN

1 U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 240 0.7 20

2  CORNELL 0. N% 235 1:7 20

[V

U GF MICHIGAN 164 0.5 20
4 20

&l

U. GF TEXAS 139 0.4
0.4 20

i

U. OF WISCONSIN 132
6 U. OF CALIFORNIA-LGS 7HGELLS BEEETT 0.4 20

U. OF TLLINOIS 131 0
8  CUNY:HUNTER C. 121 0:5 20

9 EI-NARD C. BY 120 1.4 20

10 WELLESLEY C. MA 169 1.3 20
11  MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA 106 1.4 20

HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 106 *.q 20

13 STANFORD U. CA 105 1.0 20
14 CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY 102 0:3 20
15 PENNSYLVANIA STATE U: 97 0.3 '
RUTGERS U. NJ [ALL CAMPUSES] 97 0.5 20
17 U. OF CALIFORNIA=DAVIS 93 3.8
18 U. OF CHICAGO IL 90 2.6 20
SMITH C: MA 30 0.9 20
20 MICHIGAN STATE U. 88 0:2 20
U. OF MINNESOTA 88 0:2 20

22 VASSAR C. NY 82 1.2 20

81
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TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE o

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR WOMEN
- ______WCMEN WOMEN NO. YEARS
"ANK INSTITUTION LIFE SCIENCE ~ _LIFE FOR--PHD
~ TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN
23  OHIO STATE U. 81 0.2 20
24 BRYN MAWR C:. PA 80 2.4 20
25 CUNY:CITY C. NY 77 0.5 20

26 U. OF WASHINGTON 74 .3 20
3

27 U OF COLORADG 71 50
DUKE U. NC 71 0:9 20

NEW YORK 0. 71 0.4 20

30 U. OF MARYLAND 70 0.2 20
U. OF PENNSYLVANIA 70 0.6 20

32 PURDUE U. IN 69 0.4 20
U: OF ROCHESTER NY 69 0.9 20

34 SWARTHMORE C. PA 64 2.9 20
35 BOSTUN U. MA 61 0:2 20
CUNY:QUEENS C. NY 61 0:2 20
'ERLIN C. OH 61 1.2 20

U. OF PITTSBURGH PA 61 0:4 20

39 TUFTS U. MA 60 1.0 20

(¥, |
O
o
.

[ S ]
N,
(=

40  INDIANA U:

Wi
= o]
[ur)

.
N
N
(=

41 BROWN-PEMBROKE RI
U

w!
[+
(=}
.
w
N
o

42 . OF KANSAS

w
o

U. OF MASSACHUSETTS

w
w
N
.
(Y]
- >

44 DPOMONA C. CA
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TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR WOMEN

WOMEN WOMEN » 2. YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION LIFE SCIENCE . _LIFE FOR PHD
_ _TOTAL SCIENCE AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

45  SUNY: U. AT BUFFALO 54 0.4 20
46 BRANDEIS U. MA 51 1.3 19
SIMMONS C: MA 51 0.8 20
48 U. OF CONNECTICUT 50 0.3 20
IOWA STATE U. OF SCIENCE & 50 0.4 20
TECHNOLOGY
SYF CUSE U. NY 50 0:3 20
51 NORTHWESTERN U. Iv. 47 0.2 20
52 TEXAS WOMAN'S U. e 0.4 20
53 U. OF ".ORIDA a4 0:2
54 WASHINGTON U. MO a3 e 20
55 COLUMBIA U NY [ALL DIV. 32 U.5 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]
LOUISIANA STATE U. & A & M 32 0.3 20
RICE U. TX 42 2.0 20
WAYNE STATE U. MI 42 0:2 20
59 CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH a1 0

60 U. OF OKLAHOMA 40 0.3 20
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TABLE 29
___ _TOP 3% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR WOMEN
o WOMEN WOMEN NC: YEAX:
RANK INSTITUTI -: SOCIAL SCIENCE SOCIAL  FOR P1ID
~_TOTAL STIENCE _ AVERAGE
1961-80 KATIO FOk WOMEN

1 U:. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 429 1.2 20
2 U. OF MICHIGAN 537 1.1 20
3 CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY 371 1.2 20
4 BARNARD C: NY 331 4.0 20
5 CUNY:HUNTER C. 304 1.1 20
6 U. OF CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 297 0.9 20

7 HARVARD-RADCLIF:E MA 236 4.8 -0

[ 8]
.

o
N
(=]

8 CORNELL U. NY 267

[
.

F -9
N
o

9 NEW YORK .. 258

10  WELLESLEY .. MA 247 3.0 20

11  CUNY:CITY C. NY 243 1.5 20
12 U. OF WISCONSIN 232 €. 7 20
13 STANFORD U: Ca 224 2.2 20
14 U. OF CHICAGO IL 220 6.4 20
15 U. OF MINNESOTA 207 0.6 20
16 U. OF ILLINOIS 199 0.7 20
17 CONY:QUEENS C. NY 197 0.8 20
18  SMITH iL. MA 132 i.8 20
19 u. OF TEXAS 190 0.5 20
20 MICHIGAN STATE U. 171 0.4 20
21 U. OF PENNSYLVANIA 170 1.5 20

22 RUTGERS U. NJ [ALL CAMPUSES] 167 0:8 20
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TOP 5% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D:.'S FOR WOMEN

o , ,,ﬁﬁﬁé& ”ﬁﬁsan NO. YEARS
RANK INSTITUTION SOCIAL SCIENCE ' SOCIAL  FOR PHD
~ _TOTAL SCIENCE - AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

23  VASSAR C. NY . 164 2.4 20

24 NORTHWESTEFN 1. IL 163 i.2 20

25 OHIO STATE U 162 0.3 20

26 OBERLIN C. OH 156 3.1 26

27  PENNSYLVANIA STATE U. 147 0:5 20

28  U. OF COLORADO 146 0.7 20

29 BOSTON U. Ma 139 0.5 20
MOUNT HALYOKF C. MA 139 i:8 20

31 I 'DIANA U. 128 0:5 20

32 U. OF WASEINGTON 122 0.4 20

33 ‘WARTHNORE C. PA 121 5.6 20

T BROWN-PEMBROKE RT 118 2.1 20

'S SYRACUSE U. NY 116 0.6 20

36 U: OF ROCHESTER NY 115 1.6 20

37  U. OF MARYLAND 114 0:4 20

38 BRANDEIS U. MA 112 2.9 19

39 COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV. 108 1.3 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]

40  U. OF FLORIDA 100 0:5 20
GEORGE WASHINGTON U. DC 100 1:1 20
WAYNE STATE U. MI 100 0.3 20

43 BRYN MAWR C. PA 99 2.9 20

44 DUKE U. NC 98 1.2 20
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. TOP 5% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE
TOTAL M!UMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR WOMEN

 WOMEN _WOMEN NO. YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION SOCIAL SCIENCE 'SOCIAL  FOR PHD
__TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR WOMEN

FLORIDA STATE U. 98 0.4 20

U. OF KANSAS 98 0.6 20

U. OF PITTSHYRGH Ph 98 0.6 20

48 TEMPLE U, ®A 91 0.5 20
49  ANTIOCH C. OH 90 3.0 20
50 WASHINGTON U. MO 87 1.1 20
51 CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 85 1.5 20
52 . OF NORS! CAROLINA 84 0.6 20
53 U. OF . 81 0.4 20
54 SUNY: U. &. SUFFALO 80 0.7 20
55 U. OF ARIZONA 76 0.4 20
SUNY: U. AT STGNY BROOK 76 1.8 10

57 SAN DIEGO STATE U. Ca 75 0.3 20
58  PURDUE U. N 75 0.4 20
59  MIAMI U. OH 72 0:4 20
60 U. OF SCUTSERN CALIFORNWIA 71 0.6 20

86
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TABLE 30

TC® 5% IN ALL-SCIENCE
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION

[ —
i (8]

—
[, ]

17

19
3C
21

22

U. OF CALIFORNTA-RERKELEY
U. OF MICHIGAN

CORNELL U. NY

BARNARD C. NY

CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY

U: OF CALIFORNIA=LOS ANGELES
CUNY: HUNTER €.
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA

U. OF WISCONSIN

WELLESLEY C. MA

U. OF ILLINOIS

CUNY:CITY C. NY

U. OF TE<AS

STANFORD U. CA

U. OF CHICAGO 1L

NEW YORK U:

U. O MINNESOTA

SMITH C. MA

RUTGERS U:. NJ [ALL CAMPUSES]
MOUNT HOLYOK: . MA
MICHI3AN STATE U.

ST QUEENE T. NV

91

87

WOMEN
ALL-SCIENCE
__ TOTAL
1961-80

172

627

WOMEN NO. YEARS

ALL-SCIENCE
RATIO

[y
-l LA W] Qo [« }
[ . . . . LB
Nt [l O D w

o
.
~J

FOR PHD

_ -AVERAGE
FOR WOMEN
20

30

20

20

20

20

20

26

20

20

20

20

20

20

20

20
20



__.. . TC: _s_ iN_A_L-SCIENCE
TOTAL * “3ERS OF +4.D.'S FOR WOMEN

WOMEN = WOMEN NO:. YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION ALL-SCIENCE ALL~SCIENCE FOR PHD
. _TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR WOMEN

23 VASSAR C. NY 285 4.1 20
24  PENNSYLVANTA STATE U. 278 0.9 20
25 OHIO STATE U: 277 0.7 20
U: OF PENNSYLVANIA 277 2.4 20

27  OBERLIN C. OH 351 5.0 20
28  NORTHWESTERN U. IL 250 1.9 20
29 U. OF COLORADO 240 1.1 20
30 BRYN MAWR C. ®A 238 7.1 20
31 ©. OF ROCHES' . : NY 227 3.1 20
32 U. OF WASHIN® .4 223 n.8 20
33 SWARTHMORE C. ™\ 219 10: 1 20
34 BOSTON U. MA 217 0.8 20
35 U. OF MARYLAND 208 5.7 20
36 BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 205 4:1 20
37 INDIANA U. 204 0.7 20
38 DURE U. NC 193 2.5 20
39  SYRACUSE U. NY 184 1.0 20
30 U. OF PITTSBURGH PA 183 12 20
41 BRANDEIS U. MA 178 4.7 19
42 PURDUE U. IN 177 1:0 20
43  U. « > FLORIDA 171 0.8 20
44 U GE KANSAS 167 1.0 20
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TOP 5% IN ALL-SCIENCE
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH:D:'S FOR WOMEN

N  WOMEN  WOMEN NO. YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION ALL-SCIENCE ALL-SCIENCE FOR PHD

__TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR WOMEN

45 COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV. 164 2.0 20
EXCEPT BARNARD)

46  WAYNE STATE U. MI 158 9:6 20

47  GEORGE WASHINGTON U. DC 154 1:7 20

SUNY: U. AT BUFFALO 154 1:3 20

49 U. OF CALIFCRNIA-DAVIS iéé 1.2 20

50  CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 149 2.6 20

51 WASHINGTON u. MO 148 1.9 20

52 FLORIDA STATE J. 144 0.6 29

53 U. OF MASSACHUSETTS L s 0.8 20

TUFTS U:. MA 135 2.3 20

55  ANTIOCH C. CH 136 4.5 20

TEMPLE U. PA 136 0.7 20

57 POMONA C. CA - 5.6 20

58  U:; OF CONNECTICUT 129 0.7 20

59  MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 128 15.0 20

TECHNOLOG™
60 U. OF NORTH CAROLINA 125 0.9 20
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TABLE 31

TOP 5% IN ALL-FIELDS
TOTA. NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR WOMEN
RANK INSTITUTION WOMEN  WOMEN NO. YEARS
ALL-FIELDS ALL-FIELDS FOR PHD
__TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE
1961-B80 FOR WOMEN

U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 1379 3.9

N

U. OF MICHIGAN 1290 3.7 20

c

CUNY:HUNTER C. 1195 M 20

.

U. OF CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 1057 3.2 20

&

ARNARD C. NY 1044 12.6 30

W
o
b

CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY 1044 3.5 20

7 CORNELL U: NY 935 7.0 20
8 U. OF WISCONSIN 926 2.7 20
9  HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 907 15:3 20
10 WELLESLEY C. MA 891 10.9 20
11 U. OF ILLINOIS 853 3.0 20
12  U. OF TEXAS 838 2:3 20
13 NEW YORK U: 796 2.3 20
14  U. OF MINNESOTA 784 2.3 20
SMITH C: MA 784 7.4 20

16  STANFORD U. CA 723 7.2 20
17 OHIO STATE U. 719 1.0 20
18  CUNY:QUEENS C. NY 674 3.6 20
19 CUNY:CITY C: NY 652 4.1 20
20 NICHIGAN STATE U. 647 1.5 20
21  U. OF CHICAGO IL 645 18:4 20
22 INDIANA U: 597 2.1 20
23 RUTGERS U. NJ [ALL CAMPUSES] 594 2.9 20
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. _TOP 5% IN ALL-FIELDS
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR WOMEN

RANK INSTITUTION .. . WOMEN __ WOMEN NO. YEARS
ALL-FIELDS ALL~FIELDS FOR PHD

. _TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE

1961-80 FOR WOMEN

24  VASSAR C. NY 592 8.6 20

25 BOSTON U. MA 579 2.1 20
26  NORTHWESTERN  IL 577 1.3 20
27 U. OF PENNSYLVANIA 570 5.0 20
28 WOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA 563 7.4 20
29  PENNSYIVANIA STATE U. 535 1.7 20
30 WAYNE STATZ U. NI 527 2.0 20
31 BRYN MAWR C: PA 517 15.4 20
32 FLORIDA STATE U: 507 2.0 20
35 OBERLIN C. OH 508 10.1 20
34 U. OF WASHINGTON 193 1.7 20
35  U: OF PITTSBURGH PA 164 3.0 20
36  U. OF COLORADO 445 2.0 20
37 COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV: 442 5.5 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]
38 U. OF ROCHESTER NY 436 6.0 20
3¢ SYRACHSE U: NY 232 2.4 20
A0  U: OF MARYLAND a4 1.4 20
4! U. OF FLORIDA 393 1.9 20
& WKE U. NC 392 5.0 20
4  AVARTHMORE C. PA 185 17.7 20
44 .. OF KANSAS 375 2.2 20
45  TEMPLE U. PA 369 1.9 20
46  BPOWN-~PEMBROKE RI 361 7.2 20

w:
atl




RANK INSTITUTION

17
48
49
50

52
53
5g

U. OF IOWA
SUNY: U. AT BUFFALO

PURDUE U.

_ TOP 5% IN ALL-FIELDS
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH:D.'S FOR WOMEN

CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH

J. OF MISSOURI

U. OF OKLAHOMA

WASHINGTON U. MO

LOUISIANA STATE U. & A & M

U. OF UTAH
MIAMI U. OH
J. OF NORTH CAROLINA

U. OF ARIZONA

R

. WOMEN
ALL-FIELDS
TOTAL
1961-80

_WOMEN N3. YEARS

ALL-FIELDS
RATIO

FOR PHD
AVERAGE
FOR WOMEN
20

20

20

20

20

20

19

20

20

20

20
20
20
20



Tables 32-37
Total Numbers of Ph.D.'s
Leading Institutions for Totals for Men
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TABLE 32

TOP 5% .IN HUMANITIES .
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN
RANK INSTITUTION - MEN - MEN NO.YEARS
HUMANITIES HUMANITIES  FOR PHD
... TOTAL RATIO AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR MEN

VARD-RADCLIFFE MA 1156 20

W
.
[SVIS

HAR

—

20

.
[*

YALE U. CT 826

N

20

oo -
.
[

COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV: 782
EXCEPT BARNARD]

(VS e

4 U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 667 20
20

20

— —
. .
A SR

U. OF MICHIGAN 621

v
-
.
o

PRINCETON U. NJ 583

20

~J [«
—
L 3
W

Us. OF éﬂtt?éﬁﬁiﬁ-téé ANGELES 530
8 CUNY:CITY C. NY 504 20

9  STANFORD U. CA 499

N
. .
N Wi

20
20

L3
v
W
[
.
2

10  CUNY:BROOKLYN C: NY
SCONSIN 20
20

20

o
L)
0

11 U. OF WISCONSIN 431

(o}
.
@

12 U. OF TEXAS 496

13 U. OF MINNESOTA 404

~ (=]
Ll
W ~ |

.

14 OBERLIN C:. OH 398 20

15 U. OF CHICAGO I 382 20

20

[+,1]
.
- -]

16 U. OF ILLINOIS 365

- O
.
~

20

W
(=)}
—
N
L)

[« N

17 FORDHAM U. NY
18 DARTMOUTH C: NH 359 20
' 20

20

N
L)
Y,

19 NEW YORK U. 355

-
.
W

20 U. OF NORTH CAROLINA 336

21 NORTHWESTERN U. IL 335 20

—
.
(- -3 o

20

w
w
—
o
.

22 RUTGERS U: NJ [ALL CAMPUSES]




.~ TOP %8 TN HUMANITIES -
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN
RANK INSTITUTION . --ME§ _  MEN NO.YEARS
HUMANITIES HUMANITIES FOR PHD

_-TOTAL RATIO  AYVERAGE
1961-80 FOR MEN

23  U. OF NOTRE DAME IN 329 1.2 20
24 CORNELL U. NY 326 1.2 20
25  AMHERST C. MA i 20

5
26  BRIGHAM YOUNG U. UT 307 1.0 20
27  U. OF WASHINGTON 304 0.6
28 U. OF PENNSYLVANIA 291 1.4 20
29  CUNY:QUEENS C. NY 288 i
30  U: OF ROCHESTER NY 274 2.6 20
31  OHIO STATE U: 27 0.5 20
32 U. OF UTAH 266 1.1 20
33 INDIANA U: 265 0.8
34 BOSTON C. MA 257 1.3 20

35 WAYNE STATE U: MI 255 0.9 20

36 MICHIGAN STATE U. 249 0.4 20
37 BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 244 2.0 20

33 BAYLOR U: TX 230 2.1 20
35  BOSTON U MA 226 1.0 20
40  SAINT LOUIS U. MO 218 1:6 20
20
42 U. OF KANSAS 212 0. 20
43  WESLEYAN U. €T 207 4.4 20
44 U. OF IOWA 205 0.9 20




____ TOP 5% IN HUMANITIES _
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH:D:'S FOR MEN

N NO.YEARS
S FOR PHD

RANK INSTITUTION __--—---MER - M
HUMANITIES HUMANITI OR
TOTAL RATIO AVERAGE
1961=80 FOR MEN

[y Bl

20

—
.
[t

45 LOYOLA U. IL 204
20
20

46 U. OF COLORADO 202

w o
.
N ~ |

47 WILLIAMS C: MA 23

48 GEORGETOWN U. DC 200 1: 6 20
49 U, OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA 193 1.3 20
BARBAFA
PENNSYLVANIA STATE U: 193

0
WHEATON C: IL 193 4.
52 C: OF THE HOLY CROSS MA 188 2
53 U. OF MARYLAND 187 0:

54 U. OF VIRGINIA 179 1.1 20
55 U: OF MISSOURI 175 0:5 20
56 DAVIDSON C. KC 168 3.8 20
57 U: OF OKLAHOMA 164 0.7 20

58  SWARTHMORE C. PA 163 6:6 20
59  JOHNS HOPKINS U. MD 162 1:5 20

TEMPLE U: PA 162 0.7 20




TABLE 33

TOP 58 IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCE

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN

: o MEN _MEN NO.YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION _.__EMPIRICAL EMPIRICAL FOR PHD
SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE

1¢61-80 RATIO  FOR MEN

1  MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 3651 22.0 20
TECHNOLOGY

4. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 2246 20

w N
>
.
o

[ ]
.
W

U: OF ILLINOIS 1845 29

L

CUNY:CITY C. NY 16
6

o W
oo
Wi
. L
S
N N
[ o

U. OF MICHIGAN 1601

W

-

CORNELL U: NY 1426

.l
[ V]
N
o

PURDUE U. IN 1396

~i
w (4]
.
. R -
N
[«

RENSSELAER DOLYTECHNIC 1328 9.6 320
INSTITUTE NY

9 U. OF TEXAS 1262 2.4 20
10 U:. OF WISCONSIN 1243 2.6 20
1  CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF 1179 39.5 20
TECHNOLOGY

12  HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 1174 5.2 20
13 PENNSYLVANIA STATE U. 1167 1:9 20
14 U. OF CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 1165 2.9 20
15  U: OF MINNESOTA 90 1.8 20

16 CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH 981 8.8 20

EXCEPT BARNARD]
18  CARNEGIE-MELLON t. PA 922 9.8 20

TECHNOLOGY
20 STANFORD U. CA 874 3.5 20
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TOP 5% IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCE
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH:D:'S FOR MEN

e : ME} ~_- - -MEN NO.YEARS
RANK INSTITUTION . _EMPIRICAL  EMPIRICAL FOR PHD

CE TOTAL SCIENCE AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO  FOR MEN

21  PRINCETON U: NJ 855 5.8 20
22 Y. OF WASHINGTON 842 1.8 20

23 GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF 801 3.7 20

TECHNOLOGY

24  OHIO STATE U. 717 1.5 20
25 Y. OF NOTRE DAME IN 741 2.8 " 20

26  POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW 740 9.2 20

YORK

27  WTGERS U: NJ [ALL CAMPUSES] 739 i:8 20

28 RICE U. TX 731 11.3 20
25 YALE y. CT 670 3.5 20
30  MICHIGAN STATE U. 562 1.1 20
31 U: OF UTAH 644 2.7 20
32 LEHIGH U. PA 630 4.8
33 CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY 617 2.5 20
34 NORTH CAROLINA STATE U. 607 2.4

35 DREXEL U. PA 596 3

36 U: OF PLORIDA 595 1.7 20
37 NEW YORK U 5 o

38 ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF 5

39 TEXAS A. § M. U. 573 1.8 20
40 Y. OF KANSAS 569 2.4 20
41 U. OF ROLORADO 561 1.9 20




TOP 5% IN EMPIRICAL SCIENCE

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH:D.'S FOR MEN

- . MEN MEN NO.YEARS
RANK INSTITUTION . _EMPIRICAL EMPIRICAL FOR PHD
SCIENCE TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIC FOR MEN

42 U. OF CHICAGO IL 554 9.9 20
43 U. OF PENNSYLVANIA - 537 2.5 20

2
44  VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC 533 2.0 20

INSTITUTE

20

45 U. OF MISSOURI~ROLLA 530 3.5 20
% U o? OKLAHOMA 508 2.1
47  NORTHWESTERN U. IL 507 2.9 20
48  JOHNS HOPKINS U: MD 506 4.8
49  BROWN=PEMBROKE RI 594 4:2 20
50  OKLAHOMA STATE U 477 1.6
51 U. OF ROCHESTER NY 465 4.5
52 COOPER UNION NY 464 17:0 20
53  OREGON STATE . 456 1.8 20
54 U. OF CINCINNATI OH 442 1.6
55 U: OF MARYLAND 437 1.0 20
56 LOUISIANA STATE U. & A & M 425 1:8
57 U. OF MISSOURI 121 1.2
58  BRIGHAM YOUNG U. UT 420 1.4 20
59  MANHATTAN C. Ny 418 31 20

60 DARTMOUTH C: NH 206 2.8 20




TABLE 34

TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE .
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH:D:'S FOR MEN

. __MEN MEN NO.YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION LIFE SCIENCE ___LIFE FOR PHD

- TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO  FOR MEN

1 U. OF CALIFGRNIA-BERKELEY 933 1.8 20
2 U. OF ILLINOIS 927 1.7 20
CORNELL U: NY 837 20

o> W,
!

(o)

Lo}

=

-~

2]

[®]

o
-4

(2}

-~

-1

[¢ -]}

w W
-

2
:8 20

v

U. OF MINNESOTA 747 1.4 20
: 20

. Y

PENNSYLVANIA STATE U: 721 1.2
””” 708 i:2 20

~ |
X
-
|
x|
a\

[
29
<
¢
>
)
m
c

OHIO STATE U. 7 1.3 20

3  PURDUE U: IN 640 1.5 20

10  IOWA STATE U. OF SCIENCE & 638 2.2 20
TECHNOLOGY

11  RUTGERS U. NJ [ALL CAMPUSES] 598 1:5 20
12 COLORADO STATE U. 578 2.8 20
13 U. OF CALIFORNIA-DAVIS 540 3. 30

14 U: OF MICHIGAN 527 1:2 20

—
C
[+ < NN
[}
(=]

15 OKLAHOMA STATE U 525

f—
»

16 TEXAS A: & M: U: 290

-
.
N
N

o

17 U. OF CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 489

18  HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 453

N

LN
(¥ o
N N
o (=}

19 U. OF MISSOURI 437

20 KANSAS STATE U: 416

[ S S
.

21 CUNY:CITY C. NY 412

.
wn ' o 0l
N
o

N
.

22 UTAH STATE U. 397
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- TOP .58 IN LIFE SCIENCE

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH:D:'S FOR MEN

.- MEN -MEN NO.YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION LIFE SCIENCE LIFE FOR PHD
~ TOTAL SCIENCE AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN

23 U. OF MARYLAND 389 0.9 20
24 U. OF NEBRASKA 372 i:5 20
25 U. OF TEXAS 370 0.7 20
26  U. OF FLORIDA 359 1.1 20
27  U. OF GEORGIA 356 i:2 20

20

28  OREGON STATE U. 354 1.3
29 U. OF WASHINGTON 349 0.7 20
20

30 CUNY:BROOKLYN C: NY 329 1.

4
31 BRIGHAM YOUNG U. UT 325 1:0 20

w .
N

U. OF MASSACHUSETTS 312 1.3 20
NORTH CAROLINA STATE U: 311 1.2 20

W, W
- Y T

WASHINGTON STATE U. 301 1.5 20

LOUISIANA STATE U: & & & M 292 1.2 20

W
[€: AN

COLUMBIA U. KY [ALL DIV: 290 1.5 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]

W
[,

37  MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 289 1.7 20
TECHNOLOGY

38 U. OF UTAH 280 1. 20

39 U: CONNECTICUT 274 i

40  U. OF CHICAGO IL 266 4.7 20

41 TEXAS TECH U. 254 1.0 20

42  STANFORD U. CaA 250 1.3 20

43  YALE U. CT ' 249 1:3 20

lo1
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. _TOP 5% IN LIFE SCIENCE
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN

o MEN MEN NO: YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION LIFE SCIENCE LIFE  FOR PHD
__TOTAL SCIENCE AVERAGE
1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN

44 WEST VIRGINIA U, 245 1. 20

45  JOHNS HOPKINS U. MD , 244 2. 20

U. OF TENNESSEE 244 20

0.9
47 SOUTHERN ILLINOIS U. 241 0.8 20
0.8 20

UBURN ij: Ai 236

20

49  INDIANA U. 229 0:°

-}

50 U. OF CALIFORNIA-SANTA 22 1.5 20
BARBARA

51 MISSISSIPPI STATE U. 223 1.1 30

52 U: OF ARKANSAS 219 1.3 20

53 U. OF RENTUCKY 218 1:1 20

54 U. OF KANSAS 215 0.9 20

il
W

U. OF MAINE 212 1:5 20

w
[« N0
c

OF IDAHO 211 1.7 20
20

W
~
[

OF ARIZONA 208 0.8
204 0.7 20

[S RV, T
0 W

NEW YORK U.

VIRGINIA POLYTECH.IIC 197 0.8 20

INSTITUTE

60 U. OF PITTSBURGH BA 195 0.8 20




TABLE 35

TOP 5% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE _
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN

: . -_MEN . MEN NO.YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION SOCIAL SCIENCE  SOCIAL FOR PHD
TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN

[

CUNY:CITY C. NY 1225 3.1 20
U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 1166 2.3 20
3.5

HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 1022 20

[ S W S N

CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY 863 3.5 20
2 20

U. OF CALIFORRIA-LOS ANGELES 862 2.2
6§ U. OF MICHIGAN 798 1.8 20
7 u. oF LiiiNOiS 672 1.2
8 COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV. €56 3.5 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]
9 U. OF WISCONSIN 637 1.3 20
10  U:. OF MINNESOTA 610 1.1 20
11 YALE U CT ‘589 3:1 20
12 CORNELL U. NY 581 2.2 20
13 . OF TEXAS 567 1.1 20
4 NEW YORK U: 527 1.7 20
15 STANFORD U. CA 524 2.7 20
16 MICHIGAN STATE U 501 0.8 20
17  BRIGHAM YOUNG U: UT 494 1.6 20
18  OHIO STATE U. 484 0:9 20
19  PENNSYLVANIA STATE U: 270 0.8 20
20 CUNY:QUEENS C: NY 475 2.7 20
21  U: OF CHICAGO IL 471 8.4 20
AS 0

22 U. OF WASHINGTON 464 1.0 20




__- TOP 5% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN
RANK INSTITUTION SOCIAL SCIENCE 'SOCIAL  [JR PHD

TOTAL SCIENCE  AVERAGE

1961-80 RATIO FOR MEN
23  RUTGERS Y. NJ [ALL CAMPUSFS] 147 1.1 20
24  PRINCETON U. NJ 395 2
25  U. OF COLORADO 382 1.
26 OBERLIN C. OH 376 6
27  U. OF PENNSYLVANIA 374 ts
28  DARTMOUTH C. NH 368 2:5 20
29 U. OF UTAH 350 1.5 20
30  INDIANA U. 343 1.0 20
NORTHWESTERN U. IL 343 2.0
32 U. OF MARYLAND 328 0.7 20
: ,

33 WAYNE STATE W. MI 323

o
.
LY -
N
o

34 U. OF FLORIDA 317

w
[
L3
-
.
N
N
(=]

35 U. OF NOTRE DAME IN
36 SAN DIEGO STATE U. CA 305 0.9 20
37 U. OF MISSOURI 287 0.8 20
38 BROWN-PEMBROKE RI 286 2.4 20
39 . OF IGWA 281 1.2 20
SYRACUSE U: Ny 281 1.3 20
41 U. OF KANSAS 280 1.2
42 SUNY: U. AT BUFFALO 278 1.2 20
TEMPLE U. PA 273 .3 20
44  FLORIDA STATE U. 277 1.1 20
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_TOP 5% IN SOCIAL SCIENCE

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN
o LllL I _ -t EEN - ﬁEN
RANK INSTITUTION SOCIAL SCIENCE SOCIAL
~_TOTAL SCIENCE
1961-80 RATIO

SAN JOSE STATE U. CA 27

o
.
~ |

46  SAN FRANCISCO STATE U. CA 273 i

47 U. OF NORTH CAROLINA 270 i

48 FORDHAM U. NY 269 1.5
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 269 1.8
TECHNOLOGY

50  PURDUE U. IN 267 6:6

51 IOWA STATE U. OF SCIENCE & 259 0:9
TECHNOLOGY

52  U. OF OKLAHOMA 257 1.1

U: OF OREGON 257 1.3
54 U. CALIFORNIA=SANTA BARBARA 253 1.7
55 U. OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 252 1:1
56 4. OF PITTSBURGH PA 246 1.0
57 BOSTON U. MA 239 1.0
ANGELES
59  MIAMI U. OH 228 1.2

N
NI
o
[N
.

~ |

60 SOUTHERN ILLINOIS U.

*HM
T
W

NO: YEARS
FOR FHD
AVERAGE
FOR MEN

20
20
20
20
20
20

20

20
20
20
20
20
20

20



TABLE 36

TOP 5% IN ALL-SCIENCE

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN

e .. . .- MEN MEN NO.YEARS

RANK INSTITUTION ALL-SCIENCE ALL-SCIENCE FOR- PHD
- TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR MEN

1 U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 4345 8:5 20

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 4209 25.4 20
TECHNOLOGY

N

(%]

U. OF ILLINOIS 3444 6.2 20

CUNY:CITY C. NY 3275 8.2 20

U. OF MICHIGAN 7926 6.7 20

w

[+)]]

CORNELL U: NY 2844 10.7 20

~J.

U: OF WISCONSIN 2711 5.7 20

[« <IN

HARVAR[=RADCLIFFE MA 2649 11.7 20
U. OF CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 2516 6.3 20
10  PENNSYLVANIA STATE U. 2367 4.0 20
11 U. OF MINNESOTA 3347 4.3 20
12 PURDUE U. IN 2303 5.3 20
13 U: OF TEXAS 2199 4.1 20
14 OHIO STATE U. 1938 3.7 20
15  COLUMBIA U: NY [ALL DIV 1901 10.0 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]

16 MICHIGAN STATE U: 1871 3.2 20

17  IOWA. STATE U. OF SCIENCE & 1811 6.1 20
TECHNOLOGY

18  CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY 1809 7.5 20
19 RUTGERS U. NJ [ALL CAMPUSES] 1784 4.5 20

20 U. OF WASHINGTON 1655 3.5 20

21  STANFORD ©. CA 1648 8.5 20
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RANK INSTITUTION

22

35
36
37
38
39
40
a1
42

TOP

IN ALL-SCIENCE .

5% ,
TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN

RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC
INSTITUTE NY

YALE U. CT

PRINCZTON U. NJ

CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF

TECHNOLOGY

NEW YORK U.

U. OF CHICAGO IL

CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH
U: OF UTAH

U. OF FLORIDA

BRIGHAM YOUNG U. UT

U: OF NOTRE DAME IN
TEXAS A. & M. U.
OKLAHOMA STATE U:
U: OF MARYLAND

U. OF MISSOURI

U. COLORADO

Y. OF PENNSYLVANIA

U. OF KANSAS
CARNEGIE-MELLON U: PA
NORTH CAROLINA STATE U:

NORTHWESTERN U. IL

107

Pt |
Pl
ek

MEN

ALL=SCIENCE

_TOTAL
1961-80

1554
1508
1433

1391

. MEN
ALL-SCIENCE
RATIO

[ ¥ [PV ]
L] [ I
[V Y

5.8

NO. YEAR

FOR-PHD
AVERAGE
FOR MEN

20
20
20
20

20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20



TOP 5% IN ALL-SCIENCE _

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION ALL-SCIENCE ALL-SCIENCE

 TOTAL RATIO

43 JOHNS HOPKINS ©. MD 967 9:1
44 U. OF NEBRASKA 957 3.9

45 BROWN-PEMBRORE RI 943 7.

F-9
.
W, O

46 GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF 940
TECHNOLOGY

-
.
(%))

47 RICE U. TX 938 145

N
.
>

48  DARTMOUTH C. NH 933

[®])
(o)
h\
Q!
|
5
Q!
7]
<)
>
=]
m
s
Vo]
[
-3
L
-3

49

50 LOUISIANA STATE U. & A & M 903

LS
.l
@

oY .
.
E-

51 U. OF CALIFORNIA-DAVIS 902

KANSAS STATE U

O

(=}

N

(8] L3
e .

— —

53 CUNY:QUEENS C. NY 895

[#S N
L)
~ |

U. OF OKLAHOMA 895

55  OREGON STATE U 884

TN w
L)
O (¥ 1]

56 WAYNE STATE U. NI 849

N
.
|

57 INDIANA U. 846

&
L)
—

58 U. OF ROCHESTER NY 843

w. .
.
w

59 U. OF PITTSBURGH PA 835

N
.
W

60 LEHIGH U. PA 816
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MEN MEN NO.YEARS

FOR PHD
AVERAGE
FOR MEN

20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20
20

20
20



TABLE 37

- . . TOE 5% IN ALL-FIELDS

TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN
RANK INSTITUTION - MEN 'MEN NO.YEARS
ALL-FIELDS ALL-FIELDS FOR PHD
“TOTAL RATIO  AVERAGE
1961-80 FOR MEN
U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 5592 11.0 20
2 U. OF ILLINOIS 4558 8.2 20
3  MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF 4483 27.1 20

TECHNOLOGY

CUNY:CITY C. NY 4437 11.1 20

wn

HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA 4173 18.4 20
U: OF MICHIGAN 1136 9.5 20

~. G

U. OF WISCONSIN 3827 .1 20

U. OF CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 3690 9.2 20
9 CORNELL U. NY 3449 13.0 20
U. OF MINNESOTA 3449 6:3 20

11 PENNSYLVANIA STATE . 3220 5.4 20

12  U. OF TEXAS 3142 5.9 20
13 OHIO STATE U. 3037 5.8

14 COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DiV. 2960 15.6 20
EXCEPT BARNARD]

15 MICHIGAN STATE U. 2809 4.8 20

16  PURDUE U: IN 2798 6 5 20
17  CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY 2777 11.4 20
18 YALE U. CT 2586 13.5 20
19 RUTGERS U. NJ [ALL CAMPUSES] 2456 6:1 20
36 STANFORD U. CA 2422 12.4 20
21  BRIGHAM YOUNG U. UT 2365 7.6 20

; -

22 U. OF WASHINGTON 2312
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TOTAL NUMBERS OF PH.D.'S FOR MEN

RANK INSTITUTION -
ALL-FIELDS ALL-FIELDS
- TOTAL RATIO
1961-80
23 NEW YORK U. 2203 7:1
24  PRINCETON U. NJ 2190 15.0
25 U. OF UTAH 2107 8
26 IOWA STATE U: OF SCIENCE & 2103 7.1
TECHNOLOGY
37  U. OF FLORIDA 1971 5.8
28 U. OF CHICAGO II 1839 32.7
30 INDIANA U. 1758 5.3
31 U: OF NOTRE DAME IN 1755 6.6
32 U. OF MARYLAND 1698 3.8
33 WAYNE STATE U. MI 1686 5.8
34  RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC 1657 12.0
INSTITUTE NY
36 NORTHWESTERN U. IL 1626 9.4
37  U. OF COLORADO 1620 5.5
38 U. OF PENNSYLVANIA 1596 7.4

39  U. OF KANSAS 1593 6:9

W
.l
[+

40 CASE WESTERN RESERVE U: OH 1542 13:8

o
.
N

41 U. OF NEBRASKA 1538

DARTMOUTH C. NH 1477 10.2

L IO
Wi N

TEXAS A, & M. U. 1449 4.5
CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF 1421 47.7
TECHNOLOGY

F-9
&>
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RANK INSTITUTION . .. MEN ...
ALL-FIELDS ALL-FIELDS
TOTAL RATIO

1961-80

45  CUNY:QUEENS C. NY 1359 8.0
46 U. OF NORTH CAROLINA 1379 5.3
a7 6éé§fiﬁ é: 6§ : i359 24.9
48  U. OF OKLAHOMA 1324 5.

B
Us OF I7 A 1307

5
51 LOUISIANA STATE U. § A & M 1289 5.4
52 U. OF ROCHESTER NY 1283 12:3

53 U: OF PITTSBURGH PA 1267 5.0
5

SUNY: U. AT BUFFALO 1245

w w
w L

SOUTHERN ILLINOIS U. 1237 3;

wl
[+,]]

9
TEMPLE U: PaA 1206 5.5
6

w
~

FLORIDA STATE U. 1204 4:
58  JOHNS HOPKINS U. MD 1203 11:3
59 UTAH éfﬁfﬁ ﬁ: izni 7.5
60  CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA 1194 1227
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TABLE 38

AND TOP 5% FOR RATIOS IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD
RANKINGS FOR MEN AND WOMEN

TOP 5% FOR TOTAL PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY- IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD

INSTITUTION

BROWN-PEMBROKE RI
U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERK

LEY
U. OF CALIFORNIA-DAVIS

CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA

CASE WESTERN KESERVE U. OH

U. OF CHICAGO IL

CUNY :BROOKLYN C. NY

CUNY:CITY C. NY

COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV. EXCEPT BRRNAﬁbi
CORNELL U. Ny

HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
U: OF MICHIGAN

OBERLIN C. O

RICE U. TX

U: OF ROCHESTER NY

STANFORD U. CA

SWARTHMORE C. PA
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TABLE 39
TOP 5% FOR TOTAL PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD
AND TOP 5% FOR RATIOS IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD
RANKINGS FOR WOMEN

INSTITUTION COED -

AGNES SCOTT C. GA WOMEN
ANTIOCH C. OH

BARNARD C: NY W/COORD
BRANDEIS U. MA

BROWN-PEMBROKE RI M/W COORD
BRYN MAWR C. PA WOMEN
BUCKNELL U. BA

U. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY

U: OF CALIFORNIA-DAVIS

CARLETON C. MN

CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA

CASE WESTERN RESERVE U: OH

CHESTNUT HILL C. PA HOMEN
U. OF CHICAGC IL
CUNY:BROOKLYN C: NY
CUNY:CITY C. NY
CUNY: HUNTER C.
COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV.

EXCEPT BARNARD]

CONNECTICUT C. hbnsn
CORNELL U. NY

DUKE u: NC

113

i
Y
-3




TOP 5% FOR TOTAL PH:D. PRODUCTIVITY IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD

AND TOP 5% FOR RATIOS IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD

INSTITUTION

GEORGE WASHINGTON ©: OC
GOUCHER C. MD
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA
MANHATTANVILLE C. NY
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY

U: OF MICHIGAN

MOUNT HOLYOKE C..MA
C. OF NEW ROCHELLE NY
NEW YORK U.
NORTHWESTERN U: IL
NOTRE DAME C. OH
OBERLIN C. OH

U. OF PENNSYLVANIA
POMONA C: Ca

REED C. OR

RICE U. Tx

U: OF ROCHESTER NY
SARAH LAWRENCE C. NY
SIMMONS C. MA

SMITH C: MA

STANFORD U. CA

RANKINGS FOR WOM. N

COED
STATUS
1966

WOMEN
M/W COORD

WOMEN
WOMEN

WOMEN

WOMEN
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TOP 5% FOR TOTAL PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD
AND TOP 5% FOR_RATIOS IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD
RANKINGS FOR WOMEN
INSTITUTION COED

STATUS
1966
SUNY: U. AT BINGHAMTON
SUNY: U. AT STONY BROOK
SWARTHMORE C. PA

TULANE U. OF LOUISIANA

VASSAR C. NY WOMEN
WASHINGTON U. MO

WELLESLEY C. MA WOMEN

C. OF WOOSTER OH

119




TABLE 40

TOP 5% FQB TOTAL PH.D. PRODUCTIVITY IN AT EEAST ONE FIELD
AND TOP 5% FOR RATIOS--IN- AT LEAST ONE FIELD
RKNKINGS FOR MEN

INSTITUTION COED
STATUS
1966
AMHERST C. MA MEN
BROWN-PEMBROKE RI MW COORD
CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF MEN
TECHNOLOGY

. OF CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY
U: OF CALIFORNIA=DAVIS
CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA

CASE WESTERN RESERVE U: OH
U: OF CHICAGO IL
CUNY:BROOKLYN C. NY
CUNY:CITY C. NY
CUNY:QUEENS C. NY

COLORADO STATE 0.

COEUMBIK U, NY (ALL DIV.
EXCEPT BAKNARD]

COGPER UNION NY

CORNELL U. NY
DARTMOUTH C. NH MEN
DAVIDSON c NC MEN

PPXEL U. PB
GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY
HARVARD-RADCLIFFE qA M/W COORD

ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY
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TOP 5% FOR TOTAL PH.D. PRCDUCTIVITY IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD
AND TOP 5% FOR RATIOS IN AT LEAST ONE FIELD
RANKINGS FOR MEN
INSTITUTION COED
STATUS
1966

IOWA STATE U. OF SCIENCE &
TECHNOLOGY

JOHNS HOPKINS U. MD MEN
KANSAS STATE U.

LEAIGH U. PA MEN
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF
TECHNOLOGY

U. OF MICHIGAN

OBERLIN C. OH

OKLAHOMA STATE U-

POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW

YORK

X
m
4

PRINCETON U. NJ

RENSSELAER POLYTECHNIC

INSTITUTE NY

RICE U. TX

U. OF ROCHESTER NY

STANFORD U. CA

SWARTHMORE C. PA

UTAH STATE U.

WESLEYAN u- cr MEN
WHEATON C. IL
WILLIAMS C. MA MEN
U. OF WISCONSIN o
YALE U. CT MEN



REFERENCES

Amerlgan Council on Educatlon.; kmerlcan Unlver51t1es and
Colleges, 12th edition. Walter de Gruyter, New York, 1983.

Astln, A W Ach1ev1ng Educat10na1 Exeellence. Jcssey~Bass; San
Francisco; 1985

iétrn, AL Wi "Productry;ty of Undergraduate InstJtutlons "
Science, Volume 136, April 13, 1962, pp. 129-135.

Brumbaugh A J (Ed ). Amerlcan Unlver51t1es and Celleges, 5th
edition. American Council on Education, Washington, D.€., 1948.

Cartter, A: M. (Ed. ). Amerrcan Universities and cblleges. 9th

edition. American Council on EcQucation, Washlngton, D.C., 1964.

Qc?le, S L. Summary Report 1984.” Dbctorate Recipients frpm
United states Universities. National Academy Press, Washington,

DQC-) 1986.
Fuller, C. H. "Ph.D. Recipients: Where Did They Go To College?"
Change, Volume 18, Number 6, November/December 1986, pp. 42-51.

Fulrer, C, H.; "Leadlng Undergraduate Seurcee egigg;engefgn D!

Adjusted for Institutional Size." Council on Undergraduate
Research Newsletter; Volume VI, Number 3, April 1986, pp. 48-62:

?ﬁiiéf, éffﬁgffgn Analys1s cf Leading Undergraduate SOurces of
Ph.D's, Adjusted for Institutional Size. Great Lakes Colleges
Asqoc1at16n, Ann Arbor, August 1986 [ERIC ED 273187].

Furnlss, W T. (Ed.): American Hn;yer§1t1e§_and CQlleges, iitﬁ
edition: American €Council on Education, Washington, D.C., 1973.

Hall A. E., "Startlng at the Beglnnlng::The Baccalauréate
Origins of Doctorate Rec1p1ents, 1920-1980." Change, Volume 16,

Number 3, Aprll 1984, pp. 40-43.
Harmon, L. R. A Century of Doctorates: Data Analyses of Growth

and Change: National Academy of Sciences, Washington, D.C.
1978.

Holland, J. L. "Undergraduate Origlns of American Scientists; "
Sclence, voluie 126; September 6, 1957, pp. 433-437.

118

122



Irwin, M. (Ed.). American Universities and Celleges, 6th

edition. American Council on Education; Washington; D.C.,; 1952.

Irﬁinifﬂz (Ed ) Amerlcan Un1vers1t1es and Colleges, 7th

edition. American Council on Educatlon, Washington, D. C., 1956.
irwin; M. §ﬁd,§. American U Un1vers1t1es and éoiieges, 8th
edition. American Council on Education, Washington, D.€., 1960.

Knapp, R: H: and Goodrxch H. B:. 0r1g1ns of American 5c1ent1sts.

University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1952.

gnapn;,ﬁ. H., and,éréenbaum; J. J. The Younger American Scholar:
His Collegiate Origins. University of Chicago Press, Chicago,
1953.

Mazel, E: Colleges at Your Fingertips. Larchmont, N.Y., 1969.

@céparren,iﬁ.,and Synodinos, J. -Baccalaureate Sources of _
Ph. D. sz Rankings Aceerdlng to Institution of Ortgtn. effiée 6f

PA.;, 1978.

Natlonal Academy of Sc1ences. FY1951-FY1980 Doctorates by
Baccalaureate Institutions in 32 Doctoral Fields, 4 Time Periods.
Unpublished statistics, National Research Council; Washirnigton,

D.C.; 1985.

Natxonal Academy of Scxences. Baccalaureate Orlglns of Doctorate

Rec1pieﬁts ff&ﬁ U S. Unlversltles, 1920-1984. National Research

ﬁaticnaiﬁééntér for Educational Statistics, Department of Health,
Education and Welfare: Earned Degrees Conferred, 1950-51 to

1971-72, and 1973-74. U.S. Government Printing Offlce,

Washlngton, D:C:

National Center for Educatlonal Statlstlcs, Deiartment of
Educatlon.” Bachelor 'S, Hasters, and - Doctors Degrees Conferred by

Unpublished statistics, Wash*ngton, D. e. 1985.

Office for Civil Rights, Department of Health, Education and
Welfare. Data on Earned Degrees Conferred from Institutions of
Higher Education by Race, Ethnicity and Sex, Academic Year 1975-
76. Volume 1. U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington,
b.c.; 1978.

Singletary, O. A. (Ed.): American Universities and Colleges,
10th edition. American Council on Education, Washington, D.C.
1968.

119



Thistlethwaite, D.  "College Environments and the Development of
Talent." Science, Volume 130, July 10, 1959, pp. 71-76.

Tidball, M:E. "Baccalaureate Origins of Recent Natural Science

Doctorates." Journal of Higher Education, Volume 57, Number 6,
November/December 1986, pp. 606-620.

Tidball, M.E. and Kistiakowsky, V. "Baccalaureate origins of
American Scientists and Scholars." Science, Volume 193, August
20, 1976, pp. 646-652.

120

b
o
NG




INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA, 1956=197§

INSTITUTION BACHELOR: S BEGREES  Svasos

MEN WOMEN 1966

AGNES SCOTT C. GA 0 135 WOMEN

U. ALABAMA 1079 689

ALBERTUS MAGNUS C. CT 0 95  WOMEN

ALBION C. MI 161 132

ALFRED U. NY 198 105

ALLEGHENY C. PA 170 131

AMERICAN CONSERVATORY OF MUSIC IL 1s 18

AMHERST C. MA 274 9  MEN

ANDREWS U. MI 1ot 91

ANTIOCH C. OH 165 150

U: ARIZONA 1246 861

U. ARKANSAS 864 463

AUBURN U. AL 1450 665

AUSTIN C: TX 95 §7

BARD C: NY a3 40

BARNARD C. NY 0 4la W/COORD

BATES C: ME 119 g5

BAYLOR U. TX 556 516

BELOIT C. WI 126 117

BENNINGTON C. VT 10 74 WOMEN

BEREA C. KY 123 132

BETHEL C: KS 54 a2

BIRAINGHAM-SOUTHERN C. AL 106 95

BLACKBURN U, IL 42 40

BOSTON C. MA 954 559




INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA, 1956-1376

_ _AVERAGE- - COED
INSTITUTION BACHELOR'S DEGREES STATUS
HEN WOMEN 1966
BOSTON U: MA 1169 1379
BOWDOIN C. ME 203 39 MEN
BRANDEIS U. MA 205 200
RRIDGEWATER C. VA 78 58
BRIGHAM YOUNG U. UT 1549 1144
BROWN U. RI 596 250 K/W COORD
BRYN MAWR C. PA 0 168 WOMEN
BUCKNELL U. PA 337 194
CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 149 18 MEN
CALIPORNIA STATE U.-LOS ANGELES 1244 1015
U. CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY 2543 1778
U. CALIFORNIA=DAVIS 705 608
. CALIFORNLA=IRVINE 451 362
U. CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES 2002 1661
U. CALIFORNIA-RIVERSIDE 314 244
U. CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO 364 225
U. CALIFORNIA-SANTA BARBARA 751 648
U. CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ 360 325
CALVIN C. MI 276 219
CARLETON C. MN 156 113
CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA 469 187
CARTHAGE C. WI 159 144
CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OHi 557 287
CATHOLIC U. OF AMERICA bC 242 187
CENTRE C. OF KENTUCKY 69 “

¢

o 1
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INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA, 1956-1976
 AvemacE COED
INSTITUTION BACHELOR'S DEGREES  STATUS
MEN WOMEN 1966

CHAMINADE U: OF HONOLULU 119 31

C. OF CHARLESTON SC 50 56

CHATHAM C. PA 0 112 WOMEN
CHESTNUT HILL C: PA 0 195 WOMEN
U. OF CHICAGO IL 281 171

U. OF CINCINNATI OH 1344 754

CUNY :BROOKLYN C: NY 1217 1497
CUNY:CITY C. NY 1992 796
CUNY:HUNTER C. 366 1334
CUNY:QUEENS C. NY 879 1290
CLAREMONT MCKENNA C CA 130 0 MEN
CLARK §. MA 196 124

CLARKSON C. OF TECHNOLOGY NY 378 i2
CLEVELAND INSTITUTE OF MUSIC OH 9 9

CoE C: IA 103 79

COLORADO C: 171 127

COLORADO SCHOOL OF MINES 188 6

COLORADO STATE U. 1048 580

U. COLORADO 1465 1110

COLUMBIA Us NY [ALL DIV. EXCEPT BARNARD 950 403
CONNECTICUT C: 69 260  WOMEN
U: CONNECTICUT 1140 871

COOPER UNION NY 136 28

CORNELL C. IA 88 72

CORNELL U. NY 1328 677

Q 10
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INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA, 1956-1976

INSTITUTION

CURTIS INSTITUTE OF MUSIC PA
U. OF DALLAS TX

DARTMOUTH C. NH

DAVIDSON C. NC

DELAWARE VALLEY C: OF SCIENCE & AG. PA
DENISON U. OH

DEPAUW U. IN

DICKINSON C. PA

DREW U. NJ

DREXEL U: PA

DUKE U. NC

EARLHAM C. IN

ECKERD C. FL

EMORY U. GA

FISK U. TN

FLORIDA STATE U.

U: OF FLORIDA

FORDHAM U. NY

FRANKLIN & MARSHALL C. PA
GEORGE WASHINGTON U. DC
GEORGETOWN U. DC

GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
J. OF GEORGIA

1

b

.

- _AVERAGE

MEN

223
124
202
239
184

94
792

577

["
-
[\¥]

~
(W)

313

1316
1763
891
311
563
628
1092
1527

94

WOMEN

60
75
1t

172

222

189
20
1012

194

COED

STATUS

1966

MEN

WOMEN



INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA, 1956-1976

INSTITUTION BACHELOR'S bEGREES STATUS
MEN HAOMEN 1966

GREENSBORO C: NC 23 83

GRINNELL C. IA 125 107

GUSTAVUS ADOLPHUS C. MN 140 149

HAMILTON C. NY 182 113 MEN
HANOVER C. IN 93 78
HARVARD=RADCLIFFE MA 1136 297 M/W COGRD
HARVEY MUDD C. CA 50 3

HAVEPFORD C: PA 126 0 MEN
HEBREW C. MA 8 13

HENURIX C. AR 87 58

HIRAM C. OH 102 89

HOBART & WM SMITH C. Ny 195 84 M/W COORD
C. OF THE HOLY CROSS MA 468 63 MEN
HOPE C. MI 171 144

HOUGHTON C. NY 91 110

U. OF IDAHO 619 281

ILLINOIS BENEDICTINE C. 89 25 MEN
ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOG? 503 22

U. OF ILLINOIS 2773 1440

INDIANA U. 1672 1403

IOWA STATE U. OF SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY 1473 704

. OF IOWA 1145 914

JOHNS HOPKINS U. MD 531 66 MEN
JUILLIARD SCHOOL NY 43 35

JUNIATA ©. PA 113 64

\ 129
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INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA, 1956-1976

INSTITUTION

KALAMAZOO C. MI
KANSAS STATE U.

U. OF KANSAS

U. OF KENTUCKY
KENYON C. OH

KING C. TN

KNOX C: IL

LAKE FOREST C. IL
LAWRENCE U. WI
LEHIGH uU. PA
LOUISIANA STATE U: & A & M
EOYOLA U: IL
MACALESTER C. MN
MACMURRAY C. IL

U. OF MAINE
HANHATTAN C. NY
MANHATTANVILLE C: NY

MARIETTA C. OH

U. OF MARYLAND

MARYVILLE C. TN

MASSACHUSETTS C. OF PHARMACY
MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
U. OF MASSACHUSETTS

MIAMI U. OH

AVFRAGE

BACHELO: 'S DEGREES

MEN

104
1093
1162

978

143

WOMEN

611
860
743
81
21
99
90
123
65
735
409

171

500

STATUS
1966

MEN

MEN

M/W COORE

MEN

WOMEN
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INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE GCATA, 1956=197%

INSTITUTION

MICHIGAN STATE U.

MICHIGAN TECHNOLOGICAL U.

U. OF MICHIGAN
MIDDLEBURY C. VT
MILLS C: CA
MILLSAPS C. MS

U. OF MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI STATE U.
U. OF MISSOURT

U. OF MISSOURI-ROLLA
MOREHOUSE C. GA
MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA

MUHLENBERG C: PA

U. OF NEBRASKA

NEW C. OF THE U. OF SOUTH FLORIDA

NEW ENGLAND CONSERVATORY OF MUSIC MA

NEW MEXICO INSTITUTE OF MINING & TECH.

C. OF NEW ROCHELLE NY

NEW SCHOOL FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH NY

NEW YORK U.
U. NORTH CAROLINA

U. NORTH CAROLINA-ASHEVILLE
U. NORTH CAROLINA-GREENSBORC

NORTH CAROLINA STATE U.

NORTH CENTRAL C. IL

131

BACHELOR'S DEGREES

MEN

2556
568
2173

189

3

1557
1300
€0
199
1266

26

__AVERAGE -

WOMEN

2177
31

1723

—
w
{'e]

P
wy
Nl

1762
308
1007

23

212

927
725

56
646
139

77

WOHEN

MEN

WOMEN

WOMEN



S  AVERAGE . CJED_
INSTITUTION BA?'{!?EOR 's DEGE@ES STKT’JS
MEN WOMEN 1966
NORTHWESTERN U: IL 8¢ a 657
NOTRE DAME C. OH 0 83 WOMEN
U. OF NOTRE DAME IN 1323 34 MEN
OBERLIN C: OH 273 252
OCCIDENTAL C: CA 201 145
OHIO DOMINICAN C- 16 92
OHIO STATE U. 2639 1916
OKLAHOMA STATE U. 1445 674
U. OF OKLAHOMA 1206 6§93
OREGUN STATE U. 1264 644
U. OF OREGON 997 764
PARK C. MO 135 36
PEABODY INSTITUTE MD 20 18
PENNSYLVANIA STATE U. 2973 1555
U OF DENNSYLVANIA 1072 573
PHILADELPHIA C. OF PHARMACY & SCIENCE PA 105 26
PITTSBURGH U. OF PITTSBURGH PA 1270 763
PITZER C. CA 26 94 WOMEN
POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW YORK 492 7
POMONA C: CA i50 119
PRINCETON U. NJ 732 151 MEN
BURDUE U. 2169 861
RANDOLPH-MACON WOMAN'S C. VA 2 144 WOMEN
U. OF REDLANDS CA 171 181
REED C. OR 91 55

5 | 132
ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA, 1956-1976

. ... AVERAGE - _____ _COED..
INSTITUTION BACHELOR'S DEGREES  STATUS
MEN WOMEN 1966
REGIS C. €O : 141 22
RENSSELAIR POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE NY 691 24
RHODES C. TN 8e 30
RICE U. TX 124 106
U. OF ROCHESTER NY 523 365
ROCKFORD C. IL 49 62
ROSARY C. IL 15 166 WOMEN
ROSE-HULMAN INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY IN 139 0 MEN
RUTGERS U: NJ [ALL CAMPUSES] 1999 1036
SAINT LOUIS U. MO 675 402
ST. JOHR'S C. MD 27 17
ST. JOSEPH'S C. NY 24 123 WOMEN
SAINT MARY'S C: MN 177 30 MEN
ST. OLAF C. MN 231 227
SAN DIEGO STATE U. CA 1685 1185
SAN FRANCISCO STATE U. CA 1307 1153
SAN JOSE STATE U. CA 1866 1371
SARAH LAWRENCE C. NY 35 135 WOMEN
SETON HILL C. PA 0 149 WOMEN
SIMMONS C. MA 0 304 WOMEN
SMITH C. MA 0 527 WOMEN
SOUTH DAKOTA SCHOOL OF MINES & TECH. 170 6
THE U. OF THE SOUTH IN 139 43 MEN
U. OF SCUTHERN CALIFORNIA 1696 596
SOUTHERN ILLINOIS U: 1568 889
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INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA, 1956-1976

, o AVERAGE = COED

INSTITUTION BACHELOR'S DEGREES  STATUS

MEN WOMEN 1966

SPELMAN C. GA 0 135 WOMEN
STANFORD U. CA 973 500
SUNY: C. ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE 186 17
SUNY: U. AT BINGHAMTON : 299 236
SUNY: U. AT BUFFALO 1129 603
SUNY: U. AT STONY BROOK 517 426

STEVENS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY NJ 223 9 MEN

SWARTHMORE C. PA 124 109

SWEET BRIAR C. VA 0 128 WOMEN
SYRACUSE U. NY 1081 907
TABOR C: KS 39 32
TEMPLE U. PA 1091 947
U: OF TENNCSSEE 1405 863

TEXAS A. 5§ M. U. 1612 199 MEN

TEXAS TECH U. 1275 787
U. OF TEXAS 2650 1733

TEXAS WOMAN'S U. 10 597 WOMEN
THOMAS MORE C. KY 103 74

TRINITY C. DC 1 173 WOMEN
TUFTS U. 4A 435 307
TULANE U. OF LOUISIANA 49" 266
UNION C. & U. NY 371 52
URSINUS C. PA 125 35
UTAH STATE U. 805 435
', OF YTAH 1210 526
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A-il

INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA; 1956-1976

B AVERAGE COED .
INSTITUTION BACHELOR'S DEGREES  STATUS
MEN WOMEN 1966
VASSAR C. NY 95 346 WOMEN
VIRGINIA POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE 1308 237
U. OF VIRGINIA 826 217
WABASH C. IN 150 0 MEN
WASHINGTON STATE U. 1030 639
WASHINGTON U. MO | 628 397
. OF WASHINGTON 2365 1458
WAYNE STATE U. MI 1453 1288
WEBB INSTITUTE OF NAVAL ARCHITECTURE NY 14 o MEN
WELLESLEY C. MA 0 408 WOMEN
WELLS C. NY 0 108 WOMEN
WESLEYAN U. CT 235 77 MEN
WEST VIRGINIA U: 1005 565
WESTERN MARYLAND C: 94 94
WESTMINSTER CHOIR C. NJ 27 34
WNESTMONT C. CA €1 63
WHEATON C. IL 218 208
WHITMAN C. WA 101 75
WIDENER U. PA 266 36
WILLAMETTE U. OR 121 T
C. OF WILLIAM & MARY VA 330 322
WILLIAMS C. MA 279 70 MEN
WILSON C. PA 1 109 WOMEN
U. OF WISCONSIN 2372 1696
C. OF WOOSTER OH 161 1434




E

O

INSTITUTIONAL BACCALAUREATE DATA, 1956-197¢

) AVERAGE o

INSTITUTION BACHELOR'S DEGREES

MEN WOXEN
WORCESTER POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE MA 278 17
iALE U CT 957 233
187 92

YESHIVA U. NY
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MEN
M/W COORD



INSTITUTION
AGNES SCOTT C. GA

U. ALABAMA

ALBERTUS MAGNUS C. CT
ALBION C. MI
ALLEGHENY C. PA

AMERICAN CONSERVATORY OF MUSIC IL

AMHERST C. MA

ANDREWS U: MI

ANTIOCH C: OH

U. ARIZONA

. ARKANSAS
AUBURN U: AL
AUSTIN C: TX

BARD C. NY
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INDEX

LIST
ﬁ-iLL,Hun RATIO
W-HUM TOTAL
W-ALL TOTAL
W-SCI,EMP,LIF RATIO
M-LIF RATIO
M-EMP RATIO
W-EMP RATIO

M-HUM RATIO

COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
M-HUM TOTAL

M-LIF RATIO
W-ALL,RUM,SCI,LIF,50C RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-SCI;SOC TOTAL

W-ALL,SOC TOTAL

M-LIF TOTAL

M-LIF TOTAL

M-LIF TOTAL

M-LIF RATIO
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,SOC RATIO

M-HUM,LIF,SOC RATIO
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WOMEN



INSTITUTION

BARNARD C. NY

BATES C. ME
BAYLOR U. TX

BELOIT C. WI

BEREA C. KY
BETHEL C. KS

BIRMINGHAM-SOUTHERN C. AL
BLACKBURN 1. IL

BOSTON C. MA

BOSTON U. MA

BOWDOIN C. ME

BRANDEIS U. MA

BRIDGEWATER C. VA

BRIGHAM YOUNG U. UT

O
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R _COED
LIST STATUS
1966

W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO W/COORD
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,LIF RATIO

M--HUM TOTAL

W-SOC RATIO

M-ALL,SCI,LIF,SOC RATIO
W-ALL,HUM,SC1,S0OC RATIO WOMEN
M=ALL,SCI,LIF RATIO
M-ALL;HUM,LIF RATIO
W-ALL,HUM,EMP RATIO

M-HUM RATIO

M-LIF RATIO

M-HUM TOTAL

W-ALL; HUM;SCT, EMP,; LIF,50C TOTAL

M-HUM;SOC TOTAL

COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-ALL;HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF;SOC RATIO

W-ALL,HUM,SCI,LIF,SOC TOTAL
M-LIF RATIO
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INDEX
B o _COED
INSTITUTION LIST STATUS
1966
BROWN U. RI W-ALLHUM; SCI;EMP;LIF,;SOC RATIO M/W COORD
M-SCI;EMP,S0C RATIO
COMBINED-ALL F1.LDS RATIO
W-ALL,HUM, SCT, EMP, LIF;S0C TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,SCI , B, SOC TOTAL
BRYN MAWR C. PA W=ALL,HUM,SCI, EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO WOMEN
) COMBINED-ALL EIELDS RATIO
w-ALL;éun,scr;Eﬁb,Lt?;éoc TOTAL
BUCKNELL U. PA W=SCI,EMP,LIF;S0C RATIO
W-EMP TOTAL
CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY M-ALL;SCI;EMP;LIF RATIO MEN
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
M-ALL,SCI,EMP TOTAL
CALIFORNIA STATE U.-LOS ANGELES M=soc TOTAL
U. CALIFORNIA-BERKELEY W-SCI,LIF,SOC RATIO
M-SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO
w-ﬁtt;éﬁﬁ;ééi;éﬁ;,u?, SOC TOTAL
E-Att;ébﬁ;scr,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
U. CALIFORNIA-DAVIS W-LIF RATIO
M-LIF RATIO
W-SCI,EMP,LIF TOTAL
M-SCI,LIF TOTAL
U. CALIFORNIA-IRVINE W-SCI,EMP,LIF RATIO
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INSTITUTION

U. CALIFORNIA-LOS ANGELES

. CALIFORNIA-SAN DIEGO

U. CALIFORNIA~SANTA BARBARA

U. CALIFORNIA-SANTA CRUZ
CALVIN C. MI

CARLETON C. MN

CARNEGIE-MELLON U. PA

CARTHAGE C. WI

INDEX

|
|
|
|
.l

W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,50C TOTAL
M-ALL;HUM,STI, EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
W-SCI,LIF,SOC RATIO
M-ALL,SCI,EMP,LI?;S0C RATIO
COMBINED-ALL Fiétﬁé RATIO
M-ALL,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
M=HUM, LIF,S0C TOTAL

M~ALL,HUM, SCI,LIF,SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
M-HUM RATIO
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,S0C RATIO
R=ALL,HUM,SCI, EMP;LIF,S0C RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-HUM; EMP TOTAL

W-ALL,SCI,EMP,SOC RATIO
M-ALL,SCI ,EMP RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-EMP TOTAL

M-ALL; SCI; EMP TOTAL

M-LIF RATIO
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INSTITUTION

CASE WESTERN RESERVE U. OH

CATHOLIC U. OF AMERICA DC

CENTRE C. OF KENTUCKY
CHAMINADE U. OF HONOLULU

C. OF CHARLESTON SC

CHATRAM C. PA

CHESTNUT HILL €. PA

U. OF CHICAGO IL

U: OF CINCINNATI OH

CUNY :BROOKLYN C. NY

A-17

INDEX
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S COED
LIST STATUS
1966
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP;LIF,;SOC RATIO
M-ALL,SCI;EMP RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-ALL;HUM;SCI ,EMP;LIF,SOC TOTAL
M-ALL,SCI,EMP TOTAL
ﬁ-itL,ééz,enP,LrF,soc RATIO
M-ALL.HUM RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-EMP RATIO
W-LIF RATIO
M=-LIF RATIO
W-ALL,SCI;EMF,SOC RATIO WOMEN
W-EMP RATIO WOMEN

W-EMP TOTAL

W-ALL,HUM,SCI ,EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO
M=ALL,HUM,SCI ,EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-ALL,HUM,SCI, EMP, LIF,SOC TOT" .

M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
M=EMP TOTAL

W-SOC RATIO

M-ALL,SCI,SOC RATIO

M-ALL;HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
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INSTITUTION

CUNY:CITY C. NY

CUNY:HUNTER ©<;

CUNY:QUEENS C. NY

CLAREMONT MCKENNA C Ca

CLARK U. MA

CLARKSON C. OF TECHNOLOGY Ny
CLEVELAND INSTITUTE OF MUSIC OH
COE C. 1A

COLORADO €

COLORADO SCHOOL OF MINES

COLORADO STATE U.

U: COLORADO

INDEX

142

LisT coen
STATUS
1966

W-ALL;SCI,EMP;SOC RATIO
M-SCI,EMP,SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL PIELDS RATIO
W-ALL,HUM,SCI;ENP; LIF;SOC TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
W-ALL;, SOC RATIO
M-S0C PATIO
W-ALL,HUM;SCI,EMP;LIF;SOC TOTAL
M-S50C RATIO
W-ALL; HUM; SCI; EMP, LIF,SOC TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,SCI,SOC TOTAL
M-SOC RATIO MEN

W-SCI,EMP,SOC RATIO
M-SOC RATIO
M-EMP RATIO
M-HUM RATIO
W-LIF RATIO

M-EMP RATIO

M-LI7 RATIO

M-SCI;LIF TOTAL
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL

M-ALL;HUM;SCI,EMP,SOC TOTAL



INDEX
INSTITUTION LIST éggggé
1966

COLUMBIA U. NY [ALL DIV. EXCEPT BARNARD] W-ALL;HUM,SOC RATIO
M-ALL,HUM; SCI,EMP,SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-ALL;HUM;SCI,LIP,SOC TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,SCI, EMP,LTF.SOC TOTAL

CONNECTICUT C. W-HUM RATIO WOMEN
W-HUM TOTAL

U. CONNECTICUT W-SCI,LIF TOTAL
M-LIF TOTAL

COOPER UNION NY W-EMP RATIO
M-ALL,SCI,EMP RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
M-EMP TOTAL

CORNELL C. 1A M-ALL;LIF RATIO

CORNELL U. NY W-ALL;HUM;SCI;EMP,LIF;SOC RATIO
M-ALL,SCI,EMP,LIF RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO

W-ALL; HUM;SCI, EMP; LIF,50€ TOTAL

CURTIS INSTITUTE OF MUSIC PA M-HUM RATIO

U. OF DALLAS TX W-HUM RATIO
M-HUM,SCI,LIF,SOC RATIO

DARTMOUTH C. NH M-HUM M=SOC RATIO MEN
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
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o , ) COED
INSTITUTION LIST STATUS
1966
DAVIDSON C. NC M-ALL,HUM RAT.O MEN
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RAT.O
M=HUM TOTAL
DELAWARE VALLEY C. OF SCIENCE & AG. PA M-LIF RATIO MEN

DENISON U. OH

DEPAUW uU. IN
DICKINSON C. PA

DREW U. NJ

W-S0C RATIO
M-SOC RATIO
M-ALL,SOC RATIO
W-EMP RATIO

W-LIF RATIO

M-SCI,LIF;SOC RATIO

DREXEL U. PA W-EMP RATIO

M-EMP RATIO
M-EMP TOTAL
DUKE U. NC ﬁ-tti,ﬁﬁn;sér,iz?,soc RATIO
W-ALL,HUM;SCI;EMP;LIF;SOC TOTAL
M-HUM TOTAL
EARLHAM C. IN W-SCI,LIF RATIO

ECKERD C. FL W-ALL,H.™,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO

M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO

COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO

,,,,,,,, W-SOC RATIO

FISK U. TN W-ALL RATIO

Pt |
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INSTITUTION
FLORIDA STATE U.
U. OF FLORIDA

FORDHAM U. NY

FRANKLIN & MARSHALL C. PA

GEORGE WASHINGTON U: DC

GEORGETOWN U. DC

GEORGIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

U. OF GEORGIA
GOSHEN C. IN

GOUCHER C. MD
GREENSBORO €. NC
GRINNELL C. IA
GUSTAVUS ADOLPHUS C. MN
HAMILTON C. NY

HANOVER C. IN

A-21

INDEX
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COED
STATUS
1966

LIST

W-ALL,HUM,SCI; SO€ TOTAL

M-ALL,S0C TOTAL
W-ALL,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL

M-ALL, CI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
M=HU4,50C TOTAL

M-E#P,SOC RATIO MEN
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO

W-SOC RATIO

W-3CI,EMP,SOC TOTAL

W-SCI,EMP,LIF RATIO

M-EMP RATIO

M=SCI,EMP TOTAL

M-LIF TOTAL

M-ALL,LIF RATIO

W-ALL,HUM;SCT ,EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO WOMEN
W-HUM TOTAL

M-SOC RATIO

W=ALL,HUM,SCI,LIF,SOC RATIO
M-ALL,HUM,SCT,EMP,LIF;SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO

M-LIF RATIO

M-ALL.,HUM,S0C RATIO MEN
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO

M-SOC RATIO



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

INSTITUTION

HARVARD-RADCLIFFE MA

HARVEY MUDD C. CA

HAVERFORD C. PA

HEBREW C. MA

HENDRIX C. AR

HIRAM C. OH

HOBART 5§ WM SMITH C. NY
C. OF THE HOLY CROSS MA
HOPE C. MI

HOUGHTON C: NY

U. OF IDAHO

ILLINOIS BENEDICTINE C.

ILLINOIS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

[

INDEX

N
i

W~ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP, LIF,SOC

M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,;S0C

L1l

COMBINED~ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-ALL,;HUM;SCI ;EMP, LIF,SOC
M-ALL; HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,S0C

W-ALL,SCI,EMP RATIO
M-ALL,SCI,EMP,LIF RATIO
COMBINED-ALL RATIO

M-ALL, HUM,SCI, EMP,LIF ,SOC
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-ALL RATIO

M-ALL,HUM RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
M=HUM RATIO

M-LIF RATIO

W-HUM,LIF RATIO

M-HUM TOTAL

M-ALL,LIF RATIO

M-HUM RATIO

W-EMP RATIO

M-EMP RATIO
W-ALL,SCI,EMP,LIF RATIO
M-EMP RATIO

M-EMP TOTAL

RATIO

RATIO

TCTAL

TOTAL

RATIO

_COED_
STATUS
1966

M/W COORD

MEN

M/W COORD

MEN

MEN
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INDEX
INSTITUTION LIST S%gsgs
1966
U. OF ILLINOIS W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF;S0C TOTAL
M=ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,S0C TOTAL
INDIANA U. W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP; LIF,50C TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,SCI,LIF,SOC TC3AL
IOWA STATE U. OF SCIENCE & TECHNOLOGY  M-LIF RATIO
W-LIF TOTAL
M-ALL,SCI;EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
U. OF IOWA W-ALL;HUM; SOC TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,SOC TUTAL
JOHNS HOPKINS U. MD W-LIF RATIO MEN

JUILLIARD SCHOOL NY

JUNIATA C. PA

KALAMAZOO C. MI

KANSAS STATE U.

U:. OF KANSAS

M-SCI,EMP,LIF RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
i-kti;hdh;éér.zﬂp.Lx? TOTAL
W-ALL,HUM RATIO

M-HUM RATIO

COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-LIF RATIO

M-LIF RATIO

W-SCI,EMP, LIF RATIO
M-ALL;HUM;SCI;,EMP;LIF;SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO

M-LIF RATIO

M-SCI,LIF TOTAL
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,LIF,SOC TOTAL

M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
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o _COED
INSTITUTION LIST STATUS
1966
U. OF KENTUCKY M-LIF TOTAL
KENYON €: OH M-HUM RATIO MEN
COMBINED=ALL FIELDS RATIO
KING C. TN W-EMP RATIO
M=SCI,EMP RATIO
KNOX C. IL W-HUM, ENP RATIO
H-ALL 5CT;EMP;LIF;SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
LAKE FOREST C. IL W=SOC RATIO
LAWRENCE U. WI W-ALL,HUM RATIO
M-ALL,HUM,SCI,SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
LEHIGH U: PA M-EMP RATIO MEN
M-SCI,EMP TOTAL
LOUISIANA STATE U. & A & M W=-ALL,HUM,EMP,LIP TOTAL
M-ALL,SCI,EMP,LIF TOTAL
LOYOLA U. IL M-HUM TOTAL
MACALESTER C. MN W-SOC RATIO
M-SOC RATIO
MACMURRAY C. IL LEADING WOMEN'S COLLEGES M/W COORD
U. OF MAINE M-LIF TOTAL
MANHATTAN C: NY M-EMP TOTAL MEN
MANHATTANVILLE C: NY W-HUM RATIO WOMEN

MANNES C. OF MUSIC NY M=HUM RATIO

r‘-.m
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INSTITUTION

MARIETTA C. OH
U. OF MARYLAND

MARYVILLE C: TN
MASSACHUSETTS C: OF PHARMACY

MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY

U. OF MASSACHUSETTS
MIAMI U. OH
MICHIGAN STATE U.

MICHIGAN TECHNOLOGICAL U.

U. OF MICHIGAN

MIDDLEBURY C. VT

MILLS C. €A

INDEX
LIST

W-LIF RATIO
W-ALL,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
E;ALL,HUE,SCI,EMP,LIF;SOC TOTAL
W-HUR RATIO

M-LIF RATIO
W-ALL;SCI;EMP,LIF,S0C RATIO
M-ALL,SCI,EMP RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-SCI,EMP TOTAL
M-ALL:SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
W-SCI,EMP,LIF TOTAL

M=LIF TOTAL

W-ALL; EMP; SOC TOTAL

M-50C TOTAL

W-ALL,HUM,SCI, EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM;SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
W-EMP RATIO

W-SOC RATIO

M-EMP RATIO
w-ﬁtt;ﬁbﬁ;ééi;EME;LIF,SOC TOTAL
M-HUM RATIO

W-HUM RATIO

>
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COED_
STATUS
19656

WOMEN
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INSTITUTION
MILLSAPS C. MS
MINNESOTA U. OF MINNESOTA

MISSISSIPPI STATE U.

U. OF MISSOURI

MISSOURI U. OF MISSOURI~ROLLA

MOREHOUSE C:. GA

MOUNT HOLYOKE C. MA

MUHLENBERG C. PA

U. OF NEBRASKA

INDEX

NEW ENGLAND CONSERVATORY OF MUSIC MA

NEW MEXICO INSTITUTE OF MINING & TECH.

C. OF NEW ROCHELLE NY

150

LIST

M-ALL,HUM,SCI,LIF,SOC RATIO

M-LIF TOTAL

W-ALL,HUM TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC
W-EMP RATIO

M-EMP TOTAL

COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO

n

W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC
W-EMP;LIF RATIO

M-LIF RATIO

M-ALL,SCI,LIF TOTAL
W-ALL,;SCI;SOC RATIO
M<ALL;HUM; SCI ;EME,LIF; SOC
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
H-HUM RATIO

W-ALL,SCI,LIF RATIO
M-SCI,EMP RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO
W-HUM RATIO

W-HUM TOTAL

_COED
STATUS
1966
TOTAL
TOTAL
TOTAL
MEN
RATIO WOMEN
TOTAL
RATIO
WOMEN
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INSTITUTION
NEW SCHOOL FOR SOCIAL RESEARCH NY

HNEW YORK U:
5. NORTH CAROLINA

U. NORTH CAROLINA-ASHEVILLE
U: NORTH CAROLINA-GREENSBORO

NORTH CENTRAL C. IL

NORTHWESTERN U. IL

NCTRE DAME C. OH

U. OF NOTRE DAME IN

pemd

A-27
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COED_
STATUS
1966

LIST

W-ALL;HUM;SCI;SOC RATIO
M-HUM,SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS R TIO
W-ALL,SOC RATIO

W-ALL;HUM;SCI ;EMP;LIF;SOC TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM, SCI , EMP, LIF,SOC TOTAL
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,SOC TOTAL

M-ALL; HUM,S0C TOTAL

M-SOC RATIO

W-HUM TOTAL

M-LIF RATIO

W-ALL ;HUM; SOC RATIO
E-Aﬂi;ﬁbn,ééf,EHP,LIF,soé TOTAL

M-ALL,HUM,SCI,

W-SCI,EMP,LIF RATIO WOMEN
W-EMP TOTAL
M-ALL;HUM,SCI; EMP,SOC TOTAL MEN

RATIO
M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC RATIO

TOTAL
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INSTITUTION

OCCIDENTAL C. CA

OHIO DOMINICAN C.

OHIU STATE U.
OKLAHOMA STATE U.

U. OF OKLAHOMA

OREGON STATE U.
U. OF OREGON

PARK C. MO

PEABODY INSTITUTE MD

PENNSYLVANIA STATE U

U. OF PENNSYLVANIA

PITZER C. CA

INDEX

MACY & SCIENCE PA

HH
cn

COED_
LIST STATUS
1966

W-SCI;LIF;SOC RATIO
M-ALL;SCI;EMP;SOC RATIO
COMBINED-ALL FIELDS RATIO

W-LIF RATIO
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL

M-LIF RATIO
M-ALL;SCI;EMP;LIF TOTAL
W-ALL;LIF TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,SOC TOTAL
M-SCI,EMP, LIF TOTAL

W-ALL RATIO
- RaTi0

M-HUM RATIO
ﬁ-&ti;éun,séx,EHP,LIF,SOC TOTAL
M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL

W-ALL,HUM;SCI;SOC RATIO

W-ALL,HUM,SCI ;EMP,LIF,SOC TOTAL

M-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,SOC TOTAL
W-5CI,LIF,EMP RATIO

M-SCI,LIF RATIO
W-ALL,HUM,SCI,EMP,LIF;5.  JTAL
M-ALL,SCI;LIF;SOC TOTAL

W-SCI,SOC RATIO WOMEN
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INDEX

INSTITUTION

POLYTECHNIC INSTITUTE OF NEW YORK

POMONA C: CA

PRINCETON U. NJ

PURDUE U. IN
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